COMPARATIVE LINGUISTICS 


OSWALD SZEMERENYI 


By an odd coincidence, 1816 and 1916 are both epochal years in the history of modern 
linguistics. In 1816 Bopp’s (1791-1867) Conjugationssystem inaugurated a new era, 
that of COMPARATIVE LINGUISTICS. After two millennia of an ever more intensive 
study of language in the philosophico-normative tradition, it signalled the first truly 
novel departure: henceforth the emphasis of linguistic study was to be on prehistory 
and, somewhat later,! on history, not on the systematization, by means of rules, of 
what was regarded as a practically unchanged linguistic tradition, especially in the case 
of Latin or Greek. The scienza nuova had a very good run: three generations produced 
works and achieved results which even today command respect. 

But it cannot be denied that, after fourscore years, signs of an incipient malaise 
could be discerned. In retrospect, it can be ascribed to two distinct causes. First, a 
growing dissatisfaction with the theoretical position that linguistic study must, if not 
exclusively, at least primarily, be historically oriented. Secondly, a vague feeling, 
seldom articulated,? that all problems had been solved, that even if new material were 
to be discovered, it would not be earlier than that in the linguists’ possession and 
therefore would not affect the results achieved. This feeling was bound to assume 
a more definite form when, in 1916, with the publication of the last missing part, 
Brugmann's (1849-1919) magnum opus, the famous and still unreplaced Grundriss,’ 
was completed in its second edition. 

And yet, 1916 proved a second turning point in the history of modern linguistics. 
It saw the publication of Ferdinand de Saussure’s Cours de linguistique générale, 
prepared for the press by his pupils Charles Bally and Albert Sechehaye from notes of 


1 J mean 1819, the year in which Grimm's Deutsche Grammatik I was published and the historical 
(and comparative) study of the Germanic languages founded. 

2 An interesting exception is Meillet's statement in the first edition of the Introduction (1903:410£.): 
‘En un sens au moins, il semble qu’on soit parvenu 4 un terme impossible 4 dépasser: il n’y a pas de 
langue, attestée 4 date ancienne ou récente, qui puisse étre ajoutée au groupe indo-européen; rien non 
plus ne fait prévoir la découverte de textes plus anciens des dialectes déja connus...; seule, une trou-- 
vaille d’ espèce inattendue pourrait apporter des faits qui renouvellent l'idée qu'on se fait de l'indo- 
européen; il ne vient plus à la grammaire comparée des langues indo-européennes de matériaux 
vraiment neufs.’ It is just as interesting to observe how events forced Meillet to rewrite this paragraph; 
see, e.g., the eighth and last edition of 1937, p. 479f. 

* This great work has now been reissued by W. de Gruyter together with Delbrück’s Idg. Syntax 
I-II], forming vols, HI-V of the new work. 
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students on the course given by Saussure three times between 1907 and 1911. If ever 
there was a book which became a book without its author’s knowledge and quite 
possibly against his intentions — this is it.4 And yet this non-book, conceived in and 
by mistake, whose history is currently being unrewritten in a truly Orwellian fashion, 
was to be one of the most influential and seminal works of the next half-century.5 
Comparative linguists have every reason to be grateful that even seminal works have 
to contend with the law of inertia and need quite some time to put their message 
across, otherwise Saussure’s insistence on a strict separation of synchronic and dia- 
chronic studies and his obvious preference for the former could have brought instant 
disaster.® As it is, comparatists, i.e., in the new terminology, diachronists, went on 
studying their traditional problems in the traditional manner, while the descriptivists, 
i.e. synchronists, were simply trying to establish themselves. By a happy coincidence, 
Prince Nicolai Trubetzkoy and Roman Jakobson, the leading figures of the movement 
which helped Saussurean ideas to a real breakthrough in the late twenties, were 
themselves deeply imbued with interest in diachronic problems. Separatism could 
have gained additional momentum from developments in America since there, for 
quite different reasons, descriptivism was not only embraced but almost completely 
surpassed comparatism in the interwar years. But during that period American in- 
fluence was still negligible in Europe and after the war, especially in the early fifties, 
when the balance of power had completely changed in the intellectual field, too, a 
modus vivendi was brought about by the concerted efforts of such scholars as 
R. Jakobson, A. Martinet and others; Martinet’s Economie (1955a) in particular is a 
landmark on the road towards a fruitful integration of the two methodologies (for 
a brief summing up see Martinet 1968a; Szemerényi 1968b: 12f.).The upshot of this 
development is a change of the relative positions in the hierarchy: whereas formerly 
diachrony was the essence of linguistic study, in the new dispensation synchrony 
occupies the centre and diachrony is subordinate to it (see Szemerényi 1962a:6; 
Wittmann 1968:10). 

But 1916 is an epochal year in one further respect. Although texts in a theretofore 
unknown language, Tocharian, had been published since 1893, and the Indo-European 


On the complex history and the value of the ‘edition’ see now R. Godel, Les sources manuscrites du 
Cours 1957, on the points here raised p. 29f.; and especially R. Engler, ed., Cours de linguistique 
générale, édition critique, I-IV, 1967-69. On Saussure, see the monograph by G. Mounin: Saussure ou 
le structuraliste sans le savoir, 1968, but also Benveniste, “Saussure aprés un demi-siécle”, 1963; Godel 
1966; Rensch, “F. de Saussure und G. von der Gabelentz”, 1966; Coseriu 1967; E. Zwirner 1967. It 
is a shattering experience to learn (Starobinski 1964, 1967) that, during the period in which he lectured 
on general linguistics, Saussure was preoccupied with anagrams, i.e. conscious repetitions of the 
sounds of names etc., from the study of which he hoped to obtain the key to certain secret poetic 
practices; thus in the well-known line of the Old Latin Scipio-epitaph Mors perfécit tua ut essent 
omnia brevia he found in the vowels of the first three words (o-&-i-u) a secret expression of the name 
Cornélius. One can but wonder whether these ‘somewhat strange researches’ (Godel 1966:493) 
really had to be made public, seeing that their author did not find them ready for publication. 

5 On the favourable intellectual climate of the twenties see R. Jakobson 1963. 
$ The first to raise his voicelagainst the unfortunate schism was W. von Wartburg, 1931, 1. Heft; also 
1956:159—65, and 1962*:11.137f. 
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character of the language recognized from 1907, Meillet’s dietum (fn. 2) was unaffected 
since the texts came from the 6th-8th c. A.D. Quite another matter was the discovery 
made some years later by the Czech scholar B. Hrozny (1879-1952). He had been 
studying for some time the clay tablets which had been unearthed by the hundreds in 
successive campaigns at Boghazkóy, some hundred miles east of the Turkish capital of 
Ankara, from 1905 on. Of the several languages used on these tablets, all recorded in 
the known cuneiform characters and therefore readable even when not understand- 
able, he was particularly fascinated by one, now called Hittite. After a thorough study 
he convinced himself that Hittite was an Indo-European language. This claim, put 
forward at a meeting of the Near Eastern Society in Berlin on 24 November 1915, 
was made public in a monograph whose first part appeared in 1916. The evidence 
produced was ‘une trouvaille d'espéce inattendue', which Meillet had practically 
despaired of: here was an Indo-European language which was older than all known 
theretofore, and, as was seen in due course, had a structure which differed considerably 
from that of such early attested members of the family as Greek or Indic. 

Thus 1916 signals two cataclysmic changes: first a complete change in outlook 
concerning the position and nature of historical and comparative linguistics; secondly, 
the discovery of a language, or rather language group (Anatolian), which on closer 
scrutiny offered more and more data apparently irreconcilable with the picture of 
Indo-European delineated by past research. 

1916 is naturally merely the beginning. In both cases it took many years until the 
change became noticeable in comparative linguistics, though the period of incubation 
varied. The idea of system, for instance, hardly affected comparative study before the 
early fifties. On the other hand, some data of Hittite began to modify the prevailing 
picture as early as the mid-twenties. Nor should it be overlooked that new material 
has come from other quarters as well. The increase in Middle and New Iranian 
linguistic material has been spectacular, especially since the early thirties, and it has 
affected our understanding of Old Iranian and Old Indian, and through them, of Indo- 
European." Even more direct is the impact of the decipherment of Linear B on Indo- 
European studies: an early phase of Greek, not later than 1200 B.C., often enables us 
to decide whether something found in historical Greek can be traced to Indo-European 
or not; this applies to, e.g., the comparative in -ion- (Szemerényi 1968a), or the perfect 
participle active stem in -t- (Szemerényi 19672), points that will be taken up later. 

In order to give a more detailed account of developments in our field in the last 
half-century, we shall discuss the main points under the following headings: 

I. Phonology 
II. Morphonology 
III. Morphology 
IV. Syntax 
V. Lexicon 


7 Cp., e.g., the differing appraisal of IE *bhäghu- ‘forearm’: Szemerényi 1959a:61; Mayrhofer 
1963:429. 
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VI. Study of the ‘fragmentary’ Indo-European languages 
VII. Groupings and subgroupings 
Vill. Homeland-culture-poetic language. 


I, PHONOLOGY 


At the beginning of the interwar period the Indo-European phonological system was, 
generally speaking, reconstructed in two different ways. The German view (see e.g. 
Leumann 1926-28:55) can be represented by the following system: 


i ui ü m m p b ph bh m sz 
n à t d th dh n sh zh 
eco ë 6 r I kg khgh fü r ! 
LI | kgk gh y» yw 
a a k” g” k*h g'h p 


The French view (Meillet 1937:82f.) differs in that it is not phonetic but phono- 
logically oriented: 


vowels sonants consonants 
e o y wa p b ph bh 8. 
a mnrl t d th dh 
k g kh gh 


k” g” k"h eh 


The sonants can function as vowels (i u m ņ p D) or consonants (y w m n r 1), anda 
with the other sonants gives long vocalic sonants (i ü i n PD; ae o are short and long. 


1. Laryngeals 


It is interesting that Meillet, who with the sonants merely continued one of the basic 
tenets of the young Saussure’s Mémoire (1879), nevertheless refused to adopt another 
tenet, to wit that long vowels are not original but ‘contracted’ from e and one of two 
sonants, A and O, which gave é/d and 6 respectively (Saussure 1879 = 1922:135). One 
can see of course why Meillet should have jibbed at accepting this doctrine. Saussure 
had assumed that A and O could also appear on their own, were in fact identical with 
the historical a and o phonemes in, e.g., Lat. agö and odör, which was obviously 
insufficient: one either had to accept Möller’s suggestion® that there were (at least) 


8 Put forward immediately after the publication of the Mémoire in Englische Studien 3, 1880:1511; 
PBB 7, 1880:492?. — Lehmann 1968:404 speaks of the unfortunate label ‘laryngeal’ used by Möller 
at Engl. Stud.,1.c., I can find no mention of the term there and indeed for many years to come; it is 
high time the early history of the laryngeal theory were properly written. 
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three sonants or, as they were gradually coming to be known, laryngeals (E, A, O) 
which with the single basic vowel e gave e, à and 6 respectively, or try to make do with 
the more modest possibilities of the shwa in the German system. Meillet took the 
latter course, although the future belonged to the Saussure-Möller doctrine (which in 
France itself was consistently advocated by Albert Cuny (e.g. 1910:ccexcii, 1912; 
1919:47f.)), for one of the first major contributions of the newly deciphered Hittite 
language lay precisely in this field. As early as 1927, the young Polish scholar Jerzy 
Kurylowicz was led not only to reaffirm the laryngealist theory on internal grounds 
(1927a) but also to claim (1927b) that the second laryngeal which colours an adjoining 
e to a and before a consonant gives à (eH,C>aHC>äC) actually survived in Hittite 
as h; of his examples we may still quote Lat. ante: Hitt. hant-ezzis ‘first’, Lat. argen- 
tum: Hitt. harkis ‘white’, Lat. päscö: Hitt. pahs- ‘guard, protect'.? In the next few 
years Kurytowicz went on elaborating these views and in 1935 summed up his results 
in his Etudes (p. 27f.). The same year also saw the publication of Benveniste’s Origines 
which led to widespread acceptance of the three-laryngeal view (pp. 148f.). 

: With this the main problem seemed settled. There could be no doubt any longer 
that Saussure's basic idea was correct: in the Indo-European system there was only 
one vowel, e, the long vowels were fusions of it with different laryngeals, the short 
vowels a and o were e coloured by a preceding or following laryngeal of the appro- 
priate timbre. For a number of years the only problem was to establish the NUMBER of 
laryngeals to be assumed for IE. Whereas Benveniste thought — as had Möller 
originally — that three were adequate, Kurylowicz saw that Hittite had in initial 
position not only correspondences of the type ha-:a- in other languages, but also a-:a- 
in other languages, e.g. Hitt. appa ‘after’: Lat. ab, and felt forced to posit a fourth 
laryngeal for such cases. But, strangely enough, while the four-laryngeal view carried 
the day in the States (see e.g. Lehmann 1952:98, 104f.), in Europe it did not ‘take’; 
three remained the maximum (staunchly defended by, e.g. Couvreur 1937, see 
Friedrich 1941:92-5, and cf. Couvreur 1943), but there were various attempts to 
reduce the number of laryngeals to two (Pedersen 1938:180, and less decidedly by his 
pupil Hendriksen 1941:88f.; Crossland 1951:121), or even one (for instance Zgusta 
1951:472). 

A new phase in laryngeal research was ushered in by Martinet. Applying the methods 
of componential analysis, he set up an IE subsystem of ten members (1953b; 1957a, 
1957b): 

velars pharyngeals glottals 


open glottis x h h 
without labialisation {voice Y £ — 
close glottis — — P 


> Ww w — 
with labialisation pena EZE e = 
voice Y € = 


? As samples of the immediate reaction to Kurylowicz's work, see Meillet 1929:60-2 (BSL 29/2); 
Marstrander 1929:290-4 (NTS 3), — It should also be noted that at Symbolae Rozwadowski 1:94!, 





124 OSWALD SZEMERENYI 


The labiovelar laryngeals were said to turn a basic vowel e into 6 in preconsonantal 
but into d in prevocalic position (1953b); hence a root *gnex”- ‘to know’ gives (g)nóscó 
and (i)gnävos in Latin, and the same difference is seen between octó and octävos. 
This easy means of accounting for various v-formations, amongst others for the Latin 
v-perfect, was enthusiastically received and further developed in America but met with 
little response in Europe.'? The same applies to the assumption that H+s developed 
into -ks: *sen-eH,- normally developed preconsonantally into *send- (cf. senä-tus) but 
before -s into senek-s (senex) (Martinet 1955b, 1956a). A similar ‘hardening’ is said 
to have taken place before certain laryngeals as well, even across word-boundaries, in 
sandhi. Lat. costa and Slavic kosti ‘bone’, compared with Hitt. hastai, Greek dotéov, 
are said to have their initial k- from a final -H which before initial H4- was changed 
to k (Martinet 1955b:56; accepted and developed by Lindeman 1965a); in which case 
one must ask!! why similar changes did not occur within word-units, e.g. in *strex” 
-He(i) from which Latin developed strávi, and not *strökt. 

It is perhaps time to make clear that the acceptance of laryngeals was never 
unanimous. German and Italian scholars!? in particular continued to show the same 
reserve in respect of the new developments as did the previous generation (Streitberg 
1914) towards the Saussurean ‘coefficients sonantiques'. One of the earliest and most 
persistent critics has been Giuliano Bonfante!? but the rejection was no less forceful 
on the part of Specht (1937:569) and in more recent years by Kronasser (1952, 1956: 
75-96, 244-48, 1962:94-100). Many scholars in these countries have simply ignored 
these questions. But lately a growing number of younger scholars has been converted 
to the new doctrine, amongst others Scardigli (1957) and Ambrosini (1960, though 
with many misgivings) in Italy, Mayrhofer (1964) and Strunk (1965) in Germany. 
And we may mention here that, with the general revival of historical and comparative 
linguistics in the Soviet Union, the laryngeal theory has also received due attention. 
The Georgian scholar Gamkrelidze assumes that Late Indo-European had one pharyn- 
gal spirant which coalesced from three earlier pharyngal spirants but still has two 
allophones in Hittite (1960, cp. also 1964), while V. V. Ivanov posits two laryngeals 
which are given no closer definition (e.g. 1965, esp. 11-18). 

This brings us back to the nature of the so-called laryngeals. As we have seen, many 
scholars avoid giving them a phonetic complexion and prefer treating them as 


Cuny also suggested that Hitt. h reflected a laryngeal and Sturtevant (1927:121) threw out the 
idea that some instances of internal A represented a sound lost in other IE languages. But a systematic 
study was performed by Kurylowicz only. 

10 Adrados seems tbe only exception, cp. 1966:3, where beside the labiovelar type H”, a palatal set 
H” is defended. 

1 Cp. Collinge 1959:231; see also Polomé 1959:392f.; AIED 40. Note that Slavic kosti has to be 
left out of this discussion since it is a rather late replacement of ost-, see Mel'ni&uk, Etimologija 1966, 
Moscow 1968, 234f., who suggests that it derives from kes-/kos- ‘cut’. 

7? One can hardly mention C. Marstrander in this context who pronounced but once on and against 
the laryngeals, and that in a review (1929) of Kurylowicz's earliest papers. 

35 See his reviews of Benveniste's Origines, 1936, of Kurylowicz's Etudes, 1937, and more recently 
"La teoria laringale", 1957; and his review of Adrados' Laringales, 1963 (with Adrados' reply, 1964). 
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algebraic entities (explicitly, Benveniste 1962:10). An entirely new approach has 
been prompted by developments in linguistic typology. As R. Jakobson put it: ‘views, 
prior or opposed to the laryngeal theory, which assign no /h/ to IE, disagree with 
typological experience: as a rule, languages possessing the pairs voiced-voiceless, 
aspirate — non-aspirate, have also a phoneme /h/’ (1957—1962:528). Since IE did 
have the pairs in question, we must ask where the phoneme /h/ is, which by implication 
is presupposed by them. The answer can only be that it is identical with the so-called 
‘laryngeals’: TE had only one phoneme of this kind, and that was identical with the 
glottal spirant h (Szemerényi 1967b:89f. Also, without giving his reasons, Vaillant 
1950:241.). It is not, however, impossible that part at least of these true laryngeals 
developed from earlier (post)velars as has been suggested by the late Illit-Svityé 
(1968a:335) and independently by Schmitt-Brandt (1967b:106f.). 

For a detailed review of laryngealist theories down to c. 1963, see Polomé (1965), to 
c. 1970, Szemerényi (1970:114f., 130f.). 


2. Shwa 


Laryngealists must also take a stand on the question of shwa. In the view of the 
neogrammarians, alternations like Skt. sthd-/sthitas or Lat. stä-/stätus represent 
Indo-European alternations of a long vowel with a product of its shortening and the 
latter is usually viewed as a single phoneme, a murmured vowel of mid-central 
articulatory position, contrasting with all the long vowels. Thus the nil-grade of 4,2,6 
is uniformly 2; if Greek seems to offer three different nil-grade timbres, that is simply 
due to analogical approximation to the timbre of the corresponding long vowel. 
The position is quite different in the context of the laryngeal theory. If the long 
vowels themselves are amalgamations of the basic vowel e with different laryngeals, 
then the nil-grade would show nothing but the laryngeal: if *s/d-—*steH;-, then, 
after the accession of, e.g., the stressed suffix -‘6- and the concomitant loss of the 
root-vowel, only *stH;tés is left. On the face of it, it looks as though, like the ‘sonants’, 
the laryngeals, too, could in certain environments become syllabic. This would 
seem to suggest that Brugmann's and Meillet’s shwa was identical with Saussure's 
and Möller’s laryngeals, the shwa was simply the vocalic allophone of the laryngeal. 
If three laryngeals are assumed, it would seem logical that their syllabic allophones 
should show the same number. This view, advocated by Fick and Bechtel, also by 
Cuny (1912:120f.), was first adopted by Kurytowicz (1927a:233f., 1935:29?, 44) too; 
in this view, the triple representation in Greek (a,£,0) would preserve something 
archaic of which the other languages have no trace. On the other hand, it would be 
possible even in laryngeal theory to assume that a multiplicity of different shwas 
collapsed in one vowel, and the Greek state of affairs is due to innovation. This view, 
first advanced by Saussure and taken over by Brugmann and Hirt, has in our period 
been adopted by Hjelmslev (1937a:43f., 1966:49), Hendriksen (1941:92f.), and 
lately by Kurylowicz (1956:201f., 1968:252f.). And in view of obviously archaic 
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ablaut-relations such as yfitoc : yatiCw ‘want, lack’, yAdoca ` yAdoou ‘tongue’, 
etc. this conclusion is clearly unavoidable. 

This still leaves the question open how the shwa developed into a and, in Aryan, 7. 
With the neogrammarian view there is of course no difficulty: a long vowel was 
shortened just as a short vowel was, except that while a short vowel became Ø, a 
corresponding shortening of a long vowel would be expected to leave a short vowel, 
the shwa. With laryngeals, however, there is the initial difficulty that they seem 
to be consonants, more precisely spirants. This is suggested by Saussure’s 
observation (1922: 603);{that some instances of Tenues Aspiratae have their aspi- 
ration from a ‘shwa’ (e.g. Skt. prthu- ‘broad’ from IE *pltH-u-) which was 
apparently confirmed by Kurylowicz’s discovery that some instances of ‘shwa’ 
survive in Hittite as A. But the spirant-character of the laryngeals seems to be proved 
by their distribution as well: empirical root-structures such as 1) TeHT-, 2) TeRH-, 
3) TRH-T- — where T is any stop, R a sonant, H a laryngeal — show that 1) the 
laryngeal is more sonorous than a stop, 2) less sonorous than a sonant and this is 
confirmed by 3) showing that if in a sequence RH one of the two has to become 
syllabic, it is R, and not H. This proves that, as far as sonority is concerned, laryngeals 
have a position between sonants and stops, like spirants, or: they are spirants (see 
Kuryłowicz 1935:121f.; Ammer 1952:212; Martinet 1957b: 28; Gamkrelidze 1960: 87, 
1964:47, cf. Lehmann 1952:92f., 106f.). Many scholars think that such phonemes 
cannot function as syllabics. Therefore Kurylowicz assumed that shwa was not 
identical with the laryngeal but developed from it in combination with a shwa 
secundum; thus, e.g., Skt. sthitas continues *stH,tös where *stH, is the weak form of 
*stHe-, not *steH- (from which *stä- developed) (Kuryłowicz 1935:55f. Cp. also 
1956:168 n. 6). Not very different is Burrow’s hypothesis that a shwa represents a 
suffix; thus, e.g., Skt. sthitás is from IE *stH;-itós (from a verb *sth-dyati!), while Lat. 
status is from IE *stH,-etos, and similarly the word for ‘father’ is Skt. pitar- from 
*p H-i-ter-, Iranian ptar- from *pH-ter-, and Lat. pater from *pH-e-ter- (Burrow 1949: 
48, 59 and 38, 50, 1955:88, 104f.). But this method does so much violence to the 
facts that it cannot be right. No wonder that Kurytowicz has now adopted the view 
that phonologically there is no difference between *dHtós and *dotós (1956:170, 109 
n. 14), which is tantamount to saying that the laryngeals can assume syllabic functions 
(1962:112; see also Collinge 1953:76f.; Gamkrelidze 1964:49), but can hardly remove 
the difficulty inherent in the fact that the laryngeal is a spirant. Szemerényi (1967b:90, 
92) admits original long vowels which in the nil-grade are weakened to a shwa, and 
late long vowels which in the IE languages other than Hittite were fused from vowel-- h 
and whose nil-grade form was / with an anaptyctic vowel before which the laryngeal A 
was lost in due course; the two nil-grade vowels were merged in the single shwa 
phoneme 2. 


3. The Vowel System 


In the first quarter of the present century there were three views of the IE vowel 
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system: 1) the neogrammarian view of five vowels short and long, with the addition 
of a shwa; 2) the Saussurean view (1879) of one basic vowel modified by various co- 
efficients; 3) the combination of the two views in Meillet’s eclectic system of three 
vowels short and long (a,e,o, but not i and u) with shwa as an additional member. 

Kurylowicz's discovery in 1927 that Hittite / represented one of the laryngeals of 
the Saussure-Móller system naturally suggested that Saussure's one-vowel system was 
also correct, and in the thirties the one-vowel system was proclaimed by several 
authors, among them Benveniste (1935:147f., esp. 149, 170) and Hjelmslev (1937a:43, 
1937b:51).15 

Typological misgivings were voiced almost at once by Trubetzkoy: ‘Sprachen mit 
einem einzigen Vokalphonem scheint es in der Welt nicht zu geben... Die uns bekann- 
ten Sprachen besitzen immer mehrere Vokalphoneme, die bestimmte Vokalsysteme 
bilden’, who also added a warning: ‘Daher soll man sich hüten, solche Verhältnisse 
für rekonstruierte Sprachperioden anzunehmen, wie es leider manchmal geschieht’ 
(Trubetzkoy 1939a: Set and 87 n.1)!*. But such warnings went unheeded and R. 
Jakobson felt obliged to repeat them at the 8th Congress of Linguists in 1957: “The 
one-vowel picture of Proto-IE finds no support in the recorded languages of the 
world’ (1958:23!7). Kuryłowicz, too, began to reaffirm more explicitly the doctrine 
which he had stated thirty years before (fn. 14), i.e. that, beside e, there were also o iu 
and similarly, beside secondary long vowels, there were also primary e 0 7 à; only a 
and à were still considered secondary (Kuryłowicz 1956:106 n. 10, 382, 392-93; for 
more recent statements, 1962:112-14; 1964a; 28; 1968: 202f., esp. 206f.). In recent 
years Szemerényi has argued against the one-vowel ‘system’ on the grounds of plain 
reconstruction and of universals established by linguistic typology; he also shows that 
on the strength of Hittite evidence the parent language must be credited with original 
long vowels but also with sequences of short vowel+h which in languages other than 
Hittite in preconsonantal position also developed into long vowels (Szemerényi 1964b: 
6f., 1967b:69f.). A return to the Sanskritoid vowel-system of the last century ( a u) 
is now advocated for Proto-IE by Schmitt-Brandt (1967b:112f.) who assumes that a 
became e under the accent, otherwise o (e.g. pádam — padás developed into pédom — 
podés), but in uvular or pharyngal environment a retained its colour while i and u 
were umlauted to e and 018. An IE one-vowel system, collapsed from a three-vowel 
system, is assumed by Illič-Svityč (1964:26). 


12 In spite of Kurylowicz's explicit statement to the contrary (1935:72): ‘la grammaire comparée ne 
réussira jamais à débarrasser l'indo-européen de toutes les voyelles sauf e, bien qu'elle le tente tou- 
jours’. 

15 See also Borgström 1949:138; Martinet 1953c:267. 

16 Tt is interesting to note that one of the two inaugural lectures given by Trubetzkoy in 1916 (see 
1926:277) dealt with “The problem of the reality of the parent language and the modern methods of 
reconstruction”. 

V ^ Reprinted in Selected Writings I, 1962:528. 

18 [E *döm (Greek Gë. Arm. tun)‘house’ is said to have acquired its o-timbre from compounds 
(1967b :127) which is hardly credible. 
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4. The ‘Gutturals’ 


Since 1890 three different kinds of velars have been assumed, for part or the whole of 
the IE languages, palatals, velars and labiovelars.® They can be illustrated with the 
following equations: 

palatal: Greek «tc ‘fast’, Lat. öciör: Skt. äsu- ‘fast’ 

velar: Greek Kpé(F)ac ‘meat’, Lat. cruor ‘blood’: Skt. kravis- ‘raw flesh’ 

labiovelar: Lat. quis, Hitt. kwis: Skt. kas. 

As can be seen, each language exhibits only two kinds of velars: the Western 
languages, e.g. Latin or Greek, do not distinguish palatals and velars, the Eastern 
languages, e.g. Sanskrit, show no difference between velars and labiovelars. In 1907 
(:57-60) E. Hermann (1869-1950) objected therefore to the ascription of all three 
series to Indo-European as being a logical fallacy. Since the fact and the statement 
have been repeated and made the basis of far-reaching conclusions, it will be as well 
to start our discussion by noting that it does not apply to the languages of the East, 
the so-called satem-languages, for they still preserve traces of the labiovelars as 
distinct from the velars. In Sanskrit, the labiovelars reveal themselves by showing the 
same u-colouring effect on syllabic liquids as the pure labials; guru- ‘heavy (LE *g”ru-, 
Greek Baptc¢) and gürta- ‘welcome’ (IE *g"rtos, Lat. gratus) can be compared to 
puru- ‘much, many’, pürna- ‘full’, but differ from girati girna- ‘swallow (ed) and Siras-, 
Sirsan- ‘head’. In Armenian the labiovelars are, with the exception of the Media, 
palatalized before e and i/y, but the velars are not. In Slavic the nil-grade of IE *g”hen- 
is *ghun- (OChurchSl. Zen-: inf. günati drive) whose u reflects the labialization of the 
labiovelars. There are perhaps traces of the difference in other satem-languages also — 
Albanian is often invoked — and thus the three series must be regarded as firmly 
established for the satem-languages.? On the other hand, for the centum-languages 
only two sets can be established independently. 

But these developments took place after the Second World War. In the interwar 
period there were several attempts to explain the labiovelars as a centum-innovation. 
F. Ribezzo had already written on the subject in 1903 and in 1922-23 returned to the 
problem suggesting that the labiovelars were under certain circumstances secondarily 
developed from pure velars (see also Ribezzo 19292). The same solution was offered 
in 1912 (:54) by the Hungarian scholar József Schmidt and in 1922 by H. Reichelt who 
tried to give a more precise formulation of the conditions (assimilation: wek>wek”, 
dissimilation ki—K"i, influence of a nasal: ong", analogy) under which labiovelars 
came into being. This line of thought was later taken up by Kurylowicz (1935:1—26) 
who advanced the view that the labiovelars — a centum innovation, as was maintained 
by Reichelt, too — developed from velars before palatal vowels (e,i). Although it has 
been repeated in more recent works (Kurylowicz 1956:356f., 1962:108f., 1964a:12; 


133 For the history of the problem we must still refer to Bechtel, Die Hauptprobleme der idg. Lautlehre, 
1892:291f. The name ‘labiovelar’ was coined by Thurneysen, IF 4, 1894:264 n. 1. 
20 See the references in Szemerényi 19642:401-2, and Vaillant 1950:171f.; Pisani 1967:227f. 
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also Ivanov 1958:23), this view has not met with favour, primarily because of the in- 
trinsic improbability of the explanation, seeing that in the large number of historically 
authenticated cases palatal vowels have one known effect: they palatalize; besides, 
labiovelars appear before a as well (see Debrunner 1938:58; Georgiev 1966:28). 

The opposing view which derives the palatals from an earlier velar series and regards 
the labiovelars as irreducible was for this very reason much more popular right from 
the start. As early as 1893 Meillet advanced what was essentially a palatalizing view. 
But while Meillet concentrated on explaining the remaining velars, Hirt tried to show 
in 1899 that the palatalized forms originally had the vowel e or i. Both scholars 
remained faithful to their doctrines in later years, too (Meillet 1937:91f.; Hirt 1927a: 
226f.) Hirt’s theory was early adopted by the Bulgarian comparatist, Vladimir 
Georgiev (1932, 1937), who has recently given us a revised version of his views (1966: 
28f.), and by the Hungarian scholar János Szidarovszky.?! A novel departure in the 
essay of the Russian scholar, M.I. Burlakova, is that she ascribes the palatalization of 
the earlier velars to a following i or laryngeal (1962:65). 

The Meillet-Hirt view presupposes that at some stage a system with two velar sets 
was by a split of the pure velar set changed to a system with three sets. The neo- 
grammarians and their contemporaries took it for granted that the palatal set was 
part of the IE system, and regarded the absence of any trace of palatals in the centum- 
languages as due to later loss. But our century regards an assumption of this kind as a 
priori unlikely; besides, it is deeply interested in the details of this process, the so- 
called satemization: where did it originate and when, and how did it spread? 

The fact that satemization is complete in Indo-Iranian but shows exceptions as we 
travel westward in the satem world, has been interpreted as suggesting that the 
centre of satemization was in the Aryan area from where it spread in all directions — 
a typical manifestation of Joh. Schmidt's wave-theory. This was clearly formulated 
by József Schmidt (1912:45): 'the waves of palatalization and spirantization started 
from the extreme Eastern fringe and rolled with decreasing intensity towards the 
West', and a similar interpretation, in the framework of linguistic geography, was 
also offered by Skóld (1931:56—79). Shortly after, Pisani (1933:551f., 1950:536, 
1961b:16f.) advocated Iran as the centre of radiation, and this is certainly more likely 
than the view, advanced a.o. by Senn (1954:175) and Devoto (1962:345, 398), that it 
started from the Slavic area. Aryan origin has also been advocated by Porzig (1954:76) 
and, quite recently, by W.P. Schmid (1966:11), and it is again more likely than inde- 
pendent development in several languages as is suggested by Georgiev (1937:124; and 
without reservations 1966:46) and Abaev (1965:140f.). From the Indo-Iranian or 
Iranian area it spread westward to the Slavs and the Balts, and nearer home to the 
Armenians. Porzig Och assumes that the wave of palatalization spread when the 
Aryans still lived north of the Black Sea. 

As to the time of satemization, Pisani (1933:646, 1961b:15f.) thinks of a time before 


?1 See his inaugural lecture delivered at the Hungarian Academy in 1936 and published in 1937: 
Ujabb elméletek az indogermán inyhangokról (Recent theories concerning the IE velars). 
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1,000 B.C., Porzig (/.c.) suggests a date not earlier than 1500 B.C., while Schmid Oe) 
dates it before 1500 B.C. All these dates are far too low. As was pointed out by 
Szemerényi (1964b:1 n. 3), the form of the numeral "3 in the Hittite texts, panza, 
which represents Aryan panca, shows that by about 1500 B.C. the IE form *penk"e 
had lost the labialization of its labiovelar (giving *penke), had been palatalized to 
*pence and with the development e>a changed to *panda. All these steps require as 
many centuries and probably even more. The palatalization known as satemization 
precedes all these changes, again by several centuries. Even if the fourth millennium 
B.C. (Georgiev 1966:38) is beyond our control, it is certain that the satemization 
cannot be dated later than 2300 or even 2500 B.C. 

This being the case, the question arises again whether the palatals should be regarded 
as an all-IE development or as confined to part of the linguistic area. As is known, 
Hirt always regarded the palatals as antedating the ablaut weakenings and conse- 
quently as all-TE (1939:163). And if the palatals are not regarded as a transcendental 
series but as a series which developed before front vowels it is indeed difficult to see 
how a pre-dialectal date, and with it the all-IE character, of the process can be avoided 
for such cases as Lat. octd: Iran. astá where the palatal appears before a consonant. As 
Kurytowicz (1956: 3582) put it: ‘Expliquer la palatalité du Å de *oktôu par une voyelle 
palatale , disparue (<*ok,tou) équivaut donc à plaider l’origine antédialectale de 
k,g,&h.’ The only way out would be to assume that the conditioning factor could 
disappear at a later date. This is possible if Szemerényi (1964a:400) is right in 
assuming that a primitive form *okitö could be syncopated to *ok/té in post-IE times 
in the several histories of the individual languages. 

The two views examined so far can be represented by the following diagram: 


I II 
IE k k k kv 
Satem k k k k K 
Centum k k K k K, 


To be quite accurate, the diagram ought to show under II that according to some 
adherents of this view k arose in IE times. 

Both views imply that ‘at the beginning’ there were two series which cannot be 
reduced to a simpler state of affairs. As against the DUALISTS stand the MONISTS who 
hold that one velar series was subsequently diversified. The monistic view appears in 
two varieties. 

As far back as 1897, Pedersen maintained that the three series developed in accord- 
ance with the nature of the following vowel from one original series (Pedersen 
1897:192; cf. 1900:292f., 298f., 1908:354, 1951:3). Consistently upheld by Ribezzo 
(1903, 1922-23, 1929a), this view has been defended in our period by Hermann (1943) 
and Specht (1944:316f.), and quite recently by Otrebski (1963:11f., 14). The condi- 


D There 366f, also on the process of assibilation. 
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tions ofthe differentiation are, however, either not stated or in the vaguest terms only. 
Refreshingly precise is Illi&-Svity& who affirms that in the IE-Uralaltaic equations 
collected by him, IE labiovelars correspond to UA velars before labialized vowels, 
IE palatals to UA velars before illabial vowels, and IE velars to UA velars before a; 
when the pre-IE variety of vowels gave way to the Proto-IE system with one vowel, 
the velar allophones (k",k',k*) were phonologized (Illit-Svityé 1964). 

The other variety of the monistic school of thought starts from the observation that 
the labiovelars are not originally a peculiar set of phonemes but simply sequences of 
velar+w; combined with the view that the palatals developed from pure velars, this 
theory can account for all three series with processes known from linguistic history. 
It is held by, e.g., Vaillant (1950:171f.) and Szemerényi (1970:137f.).?8 


5. Aspirated Stops 


The Sanskrit phonological system with two sets of stops (voiceless—voiced) accom- 
panied by two sets of aspirated stops was for a long time regarded as representing the 
IE system. The first breach was made by de Saussure in 1891 when he suggested that 
some instances of th developed from ¢ and a laryngeal. Thus, e.g., prthu- ‘wide’ 
represented IE *plt-H-u-, tisthami an IE *(s)ti-stH-o-, etc. (Saussure 1922:603). This 
explanation was not only adopted by Cuny in 1912 but also extended to some Mediae 
Aspiratae, to wit, Skt. aham ‘T, mahant- ‘great’, duhitar- ‘daughter’ whose A, in 
contrast to Greek y in these cases, was derived by him from g+H (pp. 119-20). 
Both categories were explained in the same way — and obviously independent of 
Cuny — by Pedersen in 1926 who went a significant step further: the Tenues Aspiratae 
(TA), he suggested, all developed from a sequence T+H, but the Mediae Aspiratae 
(MA) represented AM LH in exceptional cases only (p. 48 n. 1). The following year, 
Kurytowicz, who knew Cuny's paper, also came out in favour of the view that TA 
represented clusters of 7-+H, but argued that they were not of IE date but a SPECIAL 
DEVELOPMENT OF ARYAN; his main argument was that causatives of the type Janayati 
*begets' have, against Brugmann's law, a short root-syllable because at the time when 
the law operated the root-syllable was not open: the original *gonHeyeti had become 
janHayati but had not yet reached the final stage janayati. At the same time he 
thought — against Cuny — that the MA in, e.g., Skt. hánu- ‘cheek’, aham T, 
contrasting with Greek yévuc, £yó, could not derive from M +H (see Kuryłowicz 
1927a:202f., esp. 217, 206). By 1935 (:46f., esp. 50f.) this doctrine had changed not 
inconsiderably. Now the explanation of MA from M + H was admitted for Cuny's 
examples. But the novelty lay in the explanation of the phonologization of the 74: 
the clusters T + H developed into new phonemes because they coincided with ph th 


33 ‘| first put forward this theory in Budapest and Sofia in 1948, then in London in 1952. See Szemer- 
ényi 1964a:401 n. 3. This view is also held by Sturtevant; see Sturtevant and Hahn 1951:38, 55f. 
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kh which had developed initially in sbh sdh sgh (Siebs’ law)”; this explanation has 
since been advanced repeatedly (e.g. Kuryłowicz 1956:375-82, 1962:107f., 1964a:13, 
1968:339f.). A quite different solution has recently been proposed by Hiersche (1964): 
he thinks that the TA are to a large extent secondarily developed after s — as a 
result of the spontaneous aspirating influence of this spirant.?* 

If the TA are removed from the IE system, this necessarily affects the position of 
the MA. Kurylowicz was well aware of this problem from the start. If bh dh gh 
have no voiceless counterparts, then they cannot be phonologically voiced; they 
may be voiced phonetically but that is phonologically just as irrelevant as the fact 
that the sonants y w mn l r mostly are (Kurytowicz 1935: 508). In more recent years 
the problem has been discussed in the light of typological universals (see Szemerényi 
1967b: 88f.). According to Martinet (1955a:115, 136), MA do not seem to be attested 
unless there are also TA in the language. Jakobson, on the other hand, declared that 
‘no language adds to the pair /t/ — /d/ a voiced aspirate /dh/ without having its 
voiceless counterpart /th/, while /t/, /d/, and /th/ frequently occur without the com- 
paratively rare /dh/...; theories operating with the three phonemes /t/ — /d/ — /dh/ 
in Proto-IE must reconsider the question of their phonemic essence’ (Jakobson 
1958 :23 =1962:528; cf. Ivanov 1958:37). 

It was no doubt under the influence of such warnings that the MA began to be 
interpreted differently. Klyčkov (1963:7) suggested that dh was originally /", a lax 
voiceless aspirate; Illič-Svityč (1968a:308, 353) derived the IE set ¢ d dh from Nos- 
tratic f t d; Hammerich (1956:7, also in Jakobson 1967:844) defined them as em- 
phatics, i.e. laryngalized stops in which voice is irrelevant, and Gamkrelidze (1967: 
709) compared them to the reconstructed Proto-Kartvelian glottalized stops. Others 
try to avoid these typological pitfalls by assuming spirants. The voiced spirants 
assumed by Walde (1897:461) at the end of the last century have been revived by 
Knobloch (1965:153); alone stands Prokosch (e.g. 1939:39f.) with his assumption 
of voiceless spirants.?? 

Although it is not necessarily of very great import, nevertheless it is of interest to 
know on what evidence the assumption of MA, i.e. VOICED ASPIRATES rests. That the 
phonemes in question were voiced, seems fairly clear: the descendants of these 
phonemes appear voiced in all IE languages which have the opposition voiced/voice- 
-ess, with the exception of Greek and, partly — in initial position — of Latin. But 


34 See also Lehmann’s summary, 1952: 80f. I must confess, though, that I cannot find this argument 
convincing. If ph in sph was from bh and so merely an allophone of bh, then any ph developing 
phonetically from p+ H could only be interpreted phonologically as bh! Concerning Siebs’ law (s. 
KZ 37, 1901:277-324) s. also Cuny, REA 38, 1936:73, and more recently Illit-Svityé, VJa 1961/4: 
93-98. 

35 According to Heller and Macris, 1967:16 and 47, Sanskrit adopted the TA from Dravidian. 

3° It has not become clear to me how the two peculiarities of the MA there discussed (impossibility of 
roots with MA-T or T-MA, and Bartholomae’s law) can tell us anything about the position of MA 
in the IE system: if anything, they prove that the MA had phonological voice. Kurylowicz has 
repeated his views in the passages above. 

? Contra: Hammerich 1956: Ch. IL; Galton 1954: 589f. 
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the assumption that they were aspirated rests on the direct evidence of Sanskrit 
and Greek alone, although a difference between two sets of (voiced) stops is revealed 
by Latin, Germanic, and, partly, Celtic also.” Even so, the direct evidence is con- 
fined to two languages, Greek and Sanskrit, and their evidence is at loggerheads: 
Greek shows voiceless aspirates, Sanskrit voiced aspirates. The almost general 
decision that Indo-European had voiced aspirates is taken, as indicated above, on a 
majority vote, against Greek. 

In these circumstances it is interesting to note that Mediae Aspiratae have now 
been discovered in a second IE language. In 1958 H. Vogt? and E. Benveniste 
announced independently that the alleged voiced stops of Ancient Armenian were in 
fact voiced aspirates, the direct continuants of the IE phonemes: the usual transcrip- 
tions b, p, ph conceal /bh/, /p/, /ph/, a system in which there is an opposition of 
aspirate/nonaspirate, and within which voice in the former is phonemic while the 
voicelessness of the non-aspirate member is non-phonemic.% Actually the discovery 
was a re-discovery: the same interpretation had been put forward as far back as 
1904 (:336-37) by Pedersen (see also 1921:45f.)?!; it had been mentioned by Meillet 
in 1922(:13), but not in the 1936 edition of his Armenian grammar (pp. 24f.), and 
is ignored even in the latest survey (Solta 1963). Even more interesting is the fact that 
in 1951 Pedersen felt obliged to abandon his early interpretation (p. 15), though 
mainly because he did not think that it was helpful in explaining later developments 
within Armenian. I find the view that the IE MA are continued without change un- 
acceptable for the following reasons. Armenian khsan ‘20’ continues IE *wikmti, 
obviously via *gisan(ti); the fact that we find khsan, not *ksan, shows that before 
the syncope a development from *gi- to *ghi- must have taken place.** In other 
words, voiced stops, even when secondarily arisen, developed into voiced aspirates. 
This is supported by loanwords from Iranian. An Iranian d- normally appears as 
Arm. d- (in the transcription!). But Iranian dušmani ‘enemy’ gives Arm. thSnami, 
i.e. duš- became *dhus- and, after the syncope, *dhs- was unvoiced to ths-. Since w- 
can develop into gw- and then g- but not into ghw-, we must posit for that period 
initial g- in Armenian. If the new theory rightly assumes that g of Classical Armenian 
was /gh/, then we must conclude that the aspiration is a secondary development and 
not a straight continuation of an IE MA. 

But even without the direct evidence of Armenian, it seems certain that Indo- 
European had aspirates which were not only phonetically voiced but also phono- 
logically in that they contrasted with voiceless aspirates. Although in some cases the 


28 For the methodology see Szemerényi 1968b:6f. 

?? But actually stated as far back as 1938 in NTS 9, 327f. 

% Note also the discussion by many authors of the whole problem in the pages of VJa in 1959-61. 

#1 These facts were duly noted by Allen 1951:134. 

3? Cf. Szemerényi 1960:126 (and Makajev 1961:28). But I was wrong to argue there against 
g>gh, and for gs khs, since the latter can be supported with no evidence. Winter's argument 
(“Evidence for laryngeals", 1965:106f.) will not hold: the syllabication referred to by him is of later 
origin. 

nm Feydit (1968:353-56) now reaches the same conclusion on other grounds. 
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TA seem demonstrably secondary, their complete elimination has been as unsuccessful 
as the elimination of the vowel a. Furthermore, since there was a phoneme bm 
Early IE, it seems clear that the MA and TA were originally M + h and T-+h, but by 
IE times they were monophonematic (Szemerényi 1967b:94f.). It is however, possible 
that, as in Indian (cf. Chatterji 1964: esp. 408), a difference between kh and gh was 
evolved, i.e. the TA had a voiceless glottal spirant, the MA a corresponding voiced 
one. 


6. The Stop System 


The views of various schools can be summed up in the following diagram Gg also 
Szemerényi 1967b:96f.): 


p t (k’) k k” 
ph th (kh) kh k*h 
b d (€) g g" 
bh dd (gh) gh g'h 


As we have seen, the second row of the diagram has been under strong attack fot 
several decades now, but probably to no avail. 

Far more interesting is a fact of distribution which has of course long been known 
(cf. Meillet 1937:89; Hirt 1927a:214): initial b is, in contrast to internal b, so rare or 
rather so ill-attested that doubts have been entertained about its existence in that 
position in IE. Pedersen has pointed out (1951:10f., esp. 14) that the absence of 
initial b- would be difficult to understand whereas initial p- has been lost in many 
languages. He therefore suggested that the IE voiced stops derived from earlier 
voiceless stops, and, conversely, the voiceless stops from voiced stops.? Martinet 
(1953a:70 n.) objected to the musical chair development assumed and suggested as a 
solution that the IE voiced stops developed from glottalized stops which would 
account for the absence of the labial since glottalization is incompatible with labial 
articulation; he overlooked, however, that b is not absent from the system but only, 
if at all, from the initial position in morphemes. 


7. Spirants 


One spirant is well established for the IE phonological system: s with its allophone z 
which occurred before voiced (aspirate) stops only, e.g. ozdos ‘branch’ (Gothic 
asts), *mizdho- *wage' (Engl. mead 'reward"). 

No doubt, a larger complement of spirants would give a better balanced picture. 
But Brugmann's interdental spirants (>, 5, ph, Ab) have come under increasing pressure. 


34 


This solution had been offered for internal b by Hirt, too (1927a:215). 
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The new era was introduced by Kretschmer, who in 1931 pointed out that Hitt. tekan 
(gen. tagnas) ‘earth’ and Tochar. A tkam ‘place’ ruled out the spirant assumed there- 
tofore for Greek x9®v and Skt. ksam- ‘earth’ and rather suggested a primitive form 
*dh(e)ghom- which by metathesis to *ghdhom- gave the Greek form, through *dhzham- 
the Skt. ksam-, and by reduction of the initial cluster to (dh)ghom- the Lat. humus 
etc. This was the first time that a rational explanation became visible and tangible, 
and it is regrettable that a few years later Benveniste should have convinced himself 
(1937) that the Greek xz, Skt. ks, and similar groups were to be traced to IE k5, g7, 
£'h, symbols which cannot be invested with any real phonetic meaning. Real 
advance has been achieved in the direction pointed by Kretschmer, and the work of 
Durante, Burrow, Merlingen deserves mention.% It is possible that the evidence in 
question preserves the traces of several phonemes. But wherever the material admits 
of a more precise analysis, we find awkward consonant clusters which have been dealt 
with differently in the various languages.?? : 

The chances of establishing further spirants for Indo-European are very slim indeed. 
The attempt to ascribe to the IE system an affricate /ts/ which survives (spelt z) in 
Hittite, but was merged in all other languages with s, can hardly be regarded as 
successful.3® 


8. The Phonological System 


The bulk of our period was marked by a steady reduction of the IE phoneme in- 
ventory. By 1935, the year in which Kurylowicz’ Etudes I was published, the vowel- 
system was reduced to 1 short vowel (e), the long vowels were replaced by 3 to 4 
laryngeals, and the stop-system declined from the Brugmannian 20 (5 orders of 4 
articulation types each) to a mere 12 (4 orders, 3 articulation types). The postwar 
period attempted a modest ‘reconstruction’ in the consonantism: the vocalism threat- 
ened to disappear, and as a compensation laryngeals began to expand, their expansion 
rapidly reaching alarming proportions. The reaction was again marked by a work of 
Kurytowicz, the Apophonie of 1956. From that time the old vowel and consonant 
system has started to reclaim its rights. The vocalism has been almost completely 
reinstalled by Kurylowicz himself. Szemerényi has, in two stages as it were, rein- 
stalled the five-vowel system and also much of the old consonantism. At the end of 
the period the old and the new views of the IE phonological system present themselves 
as follows (see Szemerényi 1967b:96-7): 


35 Note that this discovery had been anticipated by Cuny, 1930:150-1, 1935:283f. 

3 For references see Szemerényi 1967b:85 fnn, 59, 61. 

37 A very full bibliography (up to 1965) is given by Wright 1965:1017-22. For further references 
see Schindler 1967:191-205 (Sprache 13); Szemerényi 1968f:130", 1970:47. 

38 The attempt — by Benveniste (1954b:29f.) — is severely critized and rejected by Lazzeroni 
1962:12-22 (“Sibilanti indoeuropee e sibilanti ittite"). 
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pt th k» kh kw 
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s h x y P sh 
e a e o i u o 


I. MORPHONOLOGY 


While American and Soviet scholars still admit, without misgivings, the existence of 
a special field of study called by Trubetzkoy morphonology,?? in Europe the situation 
has become critical lately: morphonology is either dismissed altogether or its problems 
are reapportioned as between phonology and morphology or allocated to either of 
these.*° 

With no wish to enter the lists for or against, I have retained this chapter heading 
for a number of problems which I find I cannot conveniently treat either in phonology 
or morphology. 
Such are vowel and consonant alternations in morphemes, and morpheme- and 
syllable-structure. I have also added accent since it does not belong in phonology and 
would scandalize in morphology (I have nevertheless given it this place in 1968b:22), 
although, in the IE field at any rate, it is obviously attached to the word and higher 
units.* 


1. Accent 


Studies in IE accent and its metamorphoses on its way to becoming the accent of the 
various IE languages were twice summed up by Hermann Hirt: first in 1895, and a 
second time in 1929, in volume V, dedicated entirely to these problems, of his Indo- 
germanische Grammatik. But in our period the towering figure in accentological 


*? Note, e.g., Hockett 1958:271f.; Hall 1964:138-44; Lamb 1966:550f.; (against Martinet) Postal 
1966:168f.; Stankiewicz 1966:503f., 1967:1895-905; Hockett 1968:208—22, esp. end. For the Soviet 
views see O. Axmanova 1966a:52-62, and 1966b, s.v. fonomorfologija; Bernštejn 1968:43-59. 

4 Cf. Martinet 1960, 83-41, 1965:15-30; Komárek 1966:145-61; Kuryłowicz, “Phonologie und 
Morphonologie" (1967:158-69); Durovié, “Das Problem der Morphonologie" (1967:556-68): no 
room for it, a view also maintained in the new Pléiade volume Le langage, ed. by Martinet, 1968:241. 
‘1 It is comforting to see that in his latest work (1968), Kuryłowicz starts off (p. 7) with the following 
sentence: ‘Akzent und Ablaut werden in dieser Grammatik, da beide einen Übergang von der Laut- 
zur Formenlehre bilden, in einem Band behandelt.’ I had also adopted this division for my Introduc- 
tion to IE linguistics which was finished when I received Kurylowicz's new volume. 
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studies has been Jerzy Kuryłowicz, from the early papers, i.e. “Le probléme des intona- 
tions balto-slaves” (1931) and “L’indépendence historique des intonations baltiques 
et grecques” (1934), down to the definitive presentations in “L’accentuation des langues 
indo-européennes” (1952, 1958?) and now in Indogermanische Grammatik YI: Akzent 
— Ablaut. 

It had been recognized since the early eighties (see Bezzenberger 1883: 66ff.; 
Hanssen 1885; also Hirt’s 1891 dissertation) that the difference between acute and 
circumflex accent in Greek final syllables corresponded to the same kind of difference 
in Lithuanian final syllables and that both continued an IE opposition of acute and 
circumflex, i.e. rising and falling syllable accent or intonation. This doctrine was 
attacked by Kurylowicz in his very first papers. He argued that in Greek the opposi- 
tion between the two accents was phonological in final syllables only, while in 
Lithuanian it was not phonological in final syllables but only in initial syllables. 
Moreover, the Greek intonation was the result of contractions: the general contrast 
between de and a£, i.e. à and ú, became phonological in the final syllable and only 
there. In Lithuanian, on the other hand, the intonation originated in initial syllables 
when the accent was withdrawn from short medial syllables onto them: a newly 
accented long vowel had the acute whereas originally accented long vowels changed 
their acute to a circumflex; thus, e.g., IE *bArdterm and *mäterm gave Lith. *bröterim 
and *möterim and, after the accent-shift in the latter, *bröterim and *möterim. The 
oft repeated equations: Lith. a/gà ‘pay’ — Greek Sed, gen. algös — Seûç were a 
mirage. For IE one could not assume such intonations. 

The new doctrine was attacked right away and the opposition T even increased 
lately, perhaps not surprisingly, primarily on the part of Slavists. Against it are, e.g., 
Stang 1957:5f., 1966:125f., esp. 132f.; Sadnik 1959; Shevelov 1964:38-80; cp. also 
Illi&-Svity& 1963:15f.42 Amongst others it has been pointed out that the purely 
mechanic differentiation of intonation assumed by Kurylowicz for Lithuanian 
final syllables — open syllables shortened and obtained an acute, close syllables 
retained their long vowels and obtained a circumflex — cannot be right since some 
vowels retained their length even in open syllables, and others shortened even in 
close syllables. It has also been argued that the assumption, vital for the theory, that 
accent was withdrawn from a short medial syllable onto an initial syllable, was 
contradicted by cases, in which accent persevered on a medial short (see Stang 1966: 
135f., 132f.; Aitzetmüller 1962). 

Thus most scholars would today maintain Bezzenberger's doctrine that the intona- 
tional differences seen in Greek and Lithuanian final syllables are inherited from 
Indo-European. However, Kurylowicz seems right in denying that this difference 
is also reflected in the Rigveda and the Gathàs where final -dm is often used as 
disyllabic -adm; this is, as he says (repeatedly, most recently 1968:15f.), not witness 
to the preservation of an old circumflex but an analogical phenomenon. On the other 


*! I merely note that within the covers of the same book, Kurylowicz's views are rejected by 
Kacnel’son but accepted as proved by Makaev (SGGJ 11:163 and 304). 
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hand, the complex developments of Germanic final syllables can hardly be divorced 
from the contrasts seen in final syllables in Greek and Balto-Slavic (Kurytowicz 1968: 
15; cf. Hamp 1959: esp. 35). 

Concerning the nature of IE accent we can also register some new developments. 
Before our period it had generally been agreed that there were two types of accent: 
stress and pitch, or dynamic and musical. This view was from 1924 opposed by 
Alfred Schmitt who maintained that the accent peak was always an intensity peak and 
therefore musical accent was impossible, only dynamic accent existed which, however, 
could be strongly centralized or weakly centralized (Schmitt 1924:71, 73f., 79; cf. 
also 1931:8; 1953:5f., 22f.). In one of his early papers, Jakobson showed that, although 
this view was correct phonetically, phonologically the old view was well founded: in 
dynamic accent the stress contour is identical with the duration of the whole syllabic 
phoneme, while in musical accent this is only one of the phonological variants or 
does not occur at all, the main characteristic being that one mora of the accented 
syllable is set off as against another mora (see Jakobson 1931 (= 1962:117--36) 
p. 166f. (= 119); cf. Trubetzkoy 1939b:169, 179). The Greek contrast of 9eó ` Jeäg 
represents v V: ^ o, the Lithuanian contrast of sunui ‘to the son’: büdas ‘mode’ is 
suunui: buidas. The old contrast of dynamic and musical is thus replaced by syllabic 
and moric accent. IE accent obviously belonged to the latter type. 

This naturally applies to the latest stage of Indo-European, before the departure of 
the speakers of what was to become Indian, Greek, etc. But there are good reasons 
for believing that this moric (i.e. pitch) accent must have been preceded by a syllabic 
(i.e. stress) accent. Hirt always maintained that the accent that played havoc with the 
vocalism reducing it to the shambles known in ablaut as the nil-grade cannot have 
been the same kind of accent under which the o-grade arose and plurivocalic forms 
like *bherö *bheromes again became possible. It seems clear that the nil-grade period 
was marked by a syllabic (dynamic) accent which later gave way to a moric accent 
that survives in Vedic Indian and in Ancient Greek down to the end of the classical 
period (Hirt 1928:349f.; 1929:28; cf. also Schmitt 1953:23; Schmitt-Brandt 1967b: 
127 assumes no difference). Naturally, even the moric accent was not deprived of an 
element of intensity (Szemerényi 1964a:279f., 290f.). On Allen’s important works see 
Szemerényi 1970 :69f. 


2. Ablaut 


As earlier, in our period, too, the main interest centered on the origin of ablaut and 
its various grades, not on its functioning in the synchronous system. It will be best if 
we deal with the diachronic problems of the nil-grade, o-grade and lengthened grade 
in succession. 


A. Nil-grade. The contrast of IE *es-mi ‘I am’: *s-Enti ‘they are’ (Skt. ds-mi: s-ánti), 
*éi-mi ‘I go’: *y-énti ‘they go’ (Skt. &-mi:y-änti), *kleu- ‘hear’: *klu-tó-s ‘heard of, 
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famous’ clearly shows that the nil-grade is linked to accent-shifts. In addition to the 
type just exemplified, in which the weakening occurs before the accent, there are 
instances of the opposite, too, namely weakening after the accent, e.g. *gonu ‘knee’: 
*prógnu (Greek yóvv ` npóxvv). That both types, that is nil-grade in general, are due to 
the accent-shift is so obvious* that there is not much discussion of this question in 
our period ;* see, nevertheless, the end of the section on accent above. There was, on 
the other hand, some discussion of the question whether the weakenings whose end- 
results are called nil-grades occurred in one or several steps, a question repeatedly 
discussed by Kurylowicz (1935:82f., 1956:97). 


B. o-grade. In contrast to the quantitative ablaut represented by the nil-grade, the 
qualitative ablaut describes the change of the root-vowel to o or 6, type pépo — qoópoc 
(carry! — ‘tribute’), nathp : sónávep (father' — ‘having a noble father’), ophv: 
äppov (‘mind’ — ‘mindless’), Asino — Aowtóg (“leave — ‘left over’), etc. In these, 
and many other instances of o-grade the o is unaccented and the forms contrast with 
forms accenting the basic vowel e (or its lengthened form 2). From such cases Güntert 
and Hirt inferred that e changed to o when it received the counter-accent, i.e., 
primarily in compounds and when the accent was shifted. This change occurred after 
the nil-grade period (Güntert 1916; Hirt 1921:172£.). 'This hypothesis was taken over 
by Kurylowicz, too, in his first work but he thought that the o-grade preceded the 
nil-grade period (Kuryłowicz 1935:97f., 102)%. In his postwar work, however, 
Kurylowicz has radically changed his position (1950, 1956:36-96, 1964b:52). First 
of all, he now marshals cogent arguments which suggest for the e— o change a 
period prior to the nil-grade period. Since the connexion of nil-grade and accent is 
still pretty clear, a similar connexion of the o-grade with the accent would have to be 
even clearer if the o-grade had arisen after the nil-grade; in fact, if there ever was any 
such connexion, it is obliterated, there are many cases of accented ó (cf. Greek aidés 
Fas pp p6pos yóvv), and it is palpably true that the o-grade had long become a 
purely morphological device. Secondly and more importantly, he now finds the 
explanation of the o-grade as due to the accent unsatisfactory on general grounds: 
experience shows that, whereas vowel weakening and loss is closely linked to accent, a 
change of timbre is primarily due to the environment. Hence he now assumes that the 
43 The statement: ‘le ton est lié à l'alternance, il ne la provoque pas’ (Benveniste 1935:52) sounds 
rather strange when one thinks of the manifold vowel weakenings that have occurred as a consequence 
of the character of the French or German accent. 

** The only deviation seems Borgstróm's assumption (1949; cf. 1954b), that in Proto-IE there 
were only open syllables with the single vowel d, i.e. type Cá, and at a certain time a mechanical 
rule operated, according to which every second vowel from the end was lost. Thus 3.Sg. *häsä-tä gave 
*hästä, later est, 3.Pl. häsä-nätä gave *hsäntä, later sent. But the rule does not work. The 1.Pl., if it 


was *häsä-mä, gave *häsmä (*esm), if häsä-mäsä, *hsämsä (*sems), but certainly not the attested 
*smes. 

*5 Lehmann still maintains this view in 1952:110, but thinks that the change is ‘the last of the ablaut 
changes’, though it precedes the loss of laryngeals. 

55 Kurylowicz 1956:96: ‘L’apophonie qualitative est antérieure à tous les changements phonolo- 
iquesg d'ordre quantitatif.’ 
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change was triggered off by a purely phonetic change by which the weakened forms 
of eR and oR (R =r 1 m n), i.e. „Rand ,R, were merged in „R. As a result, the Perfect 
Sg. *wert- contrasted with Plur. *w,rt- (not, as previously, *w,rt-); the overshort , 
was, however, felt to belong with the phoneme o so that *wert-/*w,rt- was transformed 
to *wort-/*w,rt-, later *wort-[*wrt-. In the same way, root-nouns of the type *wert- 
were via the ablaut relation *wert-/*w,rt- replaced by *wort-/*wrt-. Thus we can see 
the origin of the o-grade both in the verbal and in the nominal inflexion. In his latest 
work, Kurylowicz broadens the field of R to include the semivowels and states that 
‘the origin of the o-grade, i.e. of the secondary, morphological replacement of e by o, 
is neither later nor earlier than the nil-grade; it is a morphological consequence of the 
collapse of eR and oR (and Re and Ro) in the nil-grade' (Kurytowicz 1968 :257).4? 

This theory, as developed in the Apophonie, was vigorously attacked by Kurylowicz’s 
compatriot Witold Maüczak in 1960, who pointed out that the mainstay of the 
theory, that the full-grade forms (*wert-) were modified by the weak-grade forms 
(*w,rt-), was contrary to all experience and quite unacceptable; no less unlikely was 
in his view the assumed collapse of ,R and ,R. Mańczak himself advanced two pho- 
netic laws to explain the emergence of the o-grade: 

a) accented and pretonic e changed before back vowels (a/o/u) to o; e.g. *dedérka 
‘I have seen’ became *dedórka, and after it 3.Sg. *dedérke also changed to *dedörke; 

b) subsequently, posttonic e developed before sonants to o; e.g. *légete but 
*légomes, rarhp but dndtap, opty but äypov. 

A novel solution was proposed by Pulleyblank in 1965. He is disinclined to admit 
an IE one-vowel system but a two-vowel system of e-o based on a horizontal contrast 
seems to him on general grounds less likely — because less stable — than a vertical 
contrast of 2-a; this also has in his view the advantage that the ‘qualitative ablaut’ 
a-a — which is structurally, if not in substance, identical with e-o — obtains an 
illuminating parallel in a Caucasian language (Kabardian) where the same contrast is 
used to signal the semantic opposition between extrovert and introvert. More in the 
traditional line is the suggestion made by Schmitt-Brandt (1967b:124f.) that the basic 
vowel a changed to o when not accented but morphological or phonetic factors 
prevented the normal development to nil-grade; as to the time of the change, quanti- 
tative and qualitative ablaut are said to be two phases of the same process. 

It seems fairly clear that the o-grade is not due to the accent, but to the environ- 
ment. The influence of the nasal in the 1.Sg. Impf. *ebherom from *ebher-e-m, or in 
the similar change of the thematic Acc.Sg. -e-m to -o-m is unmistakable; likewise the 
role of the sonantin posttonic final syllables, e.g. dkuwv, S@twp. A preceding labial also 
seems to have coloured a following vowel in *pös ‘foot’, *nepös ‘grandson, nephew’, 


D I must confess that the definition of R as including the semivowels is to my mind quite arbitrary; 
even previously, the change of ¿R to „R was less likely with / r than with m n, but with the semivowels 
a change from .i to „i seems quite impossible. 

55 See also the summary at Lingua 14, 1965:232f. For detailed criticism see Szemerényi 1967b:83f. 
— It is not clear to me how the ‘syllabophonemes’ can explain the e/o ablaut (Klyékov 1963:11). 
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or *k"etwores ‘four’, although the change cannot have been general. The conditions, 
under which such umlaut-phenomena took place, call for urgent investigation. 

As to the time of the change, it is important to note that it must have occurred 
before the emergence of the lengthened grade, since long vowels generally resist the 
influence of the environment. This means that the o-grade emerged before *poter- 
developed into *pater; the sequence was: 

1) *poter-— *potor- 

2) *poter->*potér, *potor-— *potór. 


C. Lengthened grade. In 1921, Hirt reaffirmed the old Streitberg-Michels doctrine, 
according to which the loss of a vowel, if it also means the loss of a syllable, entails 
the lengthening of the preceding accented vowel (Hirt 1921:37f.). This accounts for 
the contrast natip — natépa: the nom. started as *patéro and became "peter, the 
acc. as *patérom and became *patérm, not *paterm, because the loss of the vowel in the 
final syllable did not entail loss of a syllable, seeing that the syllabic function could be, 
and was, taken over by m. 

But the objections raised against the theory by earlier scholars were still not an- 
swered. It could still not be explained how besides a verbal type *tēksti from *tekseti 
(Skt. tasti ‘fashions’) or nominal *kérd ‘heart’ from *kerede there could also be *bherti 
(and not *bhérti) from *bhereti ‘carries’ or *deiwos ‘god’ (and not *déiwos) from 
*deyewos, etc. Some scholars despaired therefore of a rational explanation and 
resorted to an irrational explanation by means of sound-symbolic or rhythmic- 
expressive lengthening, summed up by, e.g., Loewe (1933:60, 62) in the following 
manner: ‘IE lengthening was mostly of a sound-symbolic, in particular dynamic, 
character, in that the intensity of the notion was expressed by the length of the vowel.’ 
Much the same views were advanced by Pisani (1934b), and Schwyzer (1939:355f.) 
and Specht (1944:338, 360) were also favourably disposed toward such assumptions. 

In spite of Pisani's recent statement (1961b:27) that these views are gaining ground 
at least as far as word internal position is concerned, the evidence rather points to an 
open or tacit rejection on the part of most scholars. The theory of Streitberg was 
revived by Kurylowicz in 1935 and is still followed by Borgstróm (1949:138, 1954a: 
280; see also Lehmann 1952:111) but has now been replaced by a quite different hy- 
pothesis in Kurylowicz's postwar work. 

In his 1956 Apophonie Kurytowicz adopts a new approach (pp. 142f., 264f.; also 
1964a:198, 209f.). The lengthened grade is no longer a phonetic or phonological, but 
a morphological problem. The lengthened grade of the nominative in consonantal, in 
particular sonant, stems is to be explained as follows. The nominative of, say, -r-stems 
ended in -er which at one point became ambiguous because tautosyllabic er had been 
shortened to er, while non-sonant stems retained the sequence ET; therefore the 
ambiguous er was replaced by ër. and -er survived in the vocative only. The length- 
ened grade of non-final syllables — e.g. s-aorists of the type rexi texi in Latin or 
nominal forms like *swekuros — is due to analogical change after the basic relation 
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ei:i in which ei was interpreted as derived from i by adding e so that to a basic e a 
derivative & was formed (=e-+e). The latest survey (Kuryłowicz 1968: 298-99) 
differs in some details; thus the nom. of light roots (type -e7- where T= any con- 
sonant in contrast to A — any sonant) is said to have been changed from -eT(s) to 
-éT(s) after the proportional formula 

dat. -RTei: nom. -éRT(s) = dat. -eT-éi: nom. x, wherefrom x —-eT(s) from -e--eT(s). 
In the neuter the lengthening appears in *kerd ‘heart’ formed on the analogy of 
*patréi: *patér = *krdéi:*kerd. 

It is rather difficult to give credence to these various constructions. It is not clear 
why, e.g., a nominative should be built on the oblique cases — though no doubt it 
existed before them; and even if that was the case, the nominative could obviously 
only be changed if there were nominatives with lengthened grade in the system already. 
A real explanation of the lengthened grade must needs be phonological. The ground- 
work was securely laid by M. Leumann who showed (1952) that derivative forma- 
tions with lengthened grade, the so called vrddhi formations — type *swékuros 
‘belonging to the *swekuros’ — ultimately all derived from monosyllabic words, in 
which the nom.sing. had the lengthened grade. Thus, e.g., Skt. nàri ‘woman’ is formed 
on na(r) ‘man’, or IE *néros ‘belonging to a man’ from *ner ‘man’. 

The explanation of the lengthened grade?? in the nom.sing. — which Leumann did 
not attempt — must obviously start from the fact that the lengthening occurs with 
certain nominal classes only, primarily with sonant stems (R) and s-stems, whereas 
the other classes have generally speaking s in the nom. of masc. and fem. nouns. Cf. 
*kuwön ‘dog’, *ghiyöm ‘winter, snow’, *mäter ‘mother’, *ausös ‘dawn’, etc. as against 
*ekwo-s ‘horse’, *owi-s ‘sheep’, sunu-s ‘son’, *nok"t-s ‘night’, etc. Functionally it is 
clear that originally all animate nouns were characterized with s; if in IE some 
classes lack s but show lengthening instead, then it must be inferred that the latter 
fact is connected with the former. In other words, an original *kuwon-s developed 
into *kuwön, or *ausos-s into *ausös. The latter form suggests that *kuwons was also 
first assimilated to *kuwonn and in this the length of the consonant was converted 
into length of the preceding vowel. This explanation also accounts for the fact that 
some stop-stems, especially dental stems, show lengthening as well as the ending -s. 
Thus, e.g., *pod- ‘foot’ formed its nom.sg. as *pod-s which was naturally assimilated 
to *poss and this became *pös; likewise the noun nepöt- ‘grandson’ had nom. *nepös 
from *nepot-s. Even the neuter *kér ‘heart’ (sic! not *kérd) is simply transformed 
from *kerr, the assimilated form of *kerd. The lengthened grade of the nominative 
spread, as Leumann saw, to the nominal derivatives but through them also to de- 
nominative verbs, and later even deverbative verbs. 


D. Syncope. According to the prevailing view, the vowels e, o and a can be lost — a 
phenomenon known and discussed above (under A.) as the nil-grade. For those 


49 This explanation was first proposed at Oxford in 1957, Szemerényi 1962a:12f., 21, 1970:109. 
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interested in linguistic universals the question arises whether i and u are not subject 
to the same type of loss since one is tempted to advance as an implicational universal 
that in languages in which the mid-vowels e and o are lost, the high vowels i and u 
are also subject to loss but not vice versa. Those who acknowledge i and u as mem- 
bers of the IE vowel-system (before the period of nil-grade vowel losses) must also 
expect that these vowels were under certain conditions lost. Szemerényi has attempted 
to define more closely the conditions which favour such losses both in IE and in the 
early periods of languages which retain the moric accent (Szemerényi 1964a:258f., 
290f.). 


3. Morpheme Structure 


At first sight, IE root-morphemes do not reveal structural laws which could be 
reduced to simple formulae. Prior to our period and, in fact, well into our period 
there was a school of thought which admitted monosyllabic and disyllabic roots for 
Indo-European.° This can, I think, today be regarded as resolved: all disyllabic 
roots are expanded from monosyllabic roots. 

The structure of the monosyllabic root-morphemes seems to be most varied. We 
find the following canonical forms: VC, CVC, CCVC, CVCC, CCVCC, CCCVC, 
CCCVCC, with a short vowel, and CV, CCV with a long vowel, e.g. IE *ed- ‘eat’, 
*med- ‘measure’, *trem- ‘tremble’, *serp- ‘crawl’, *dhreugh- ‘déceive’, *strep- ‘make 
noise’, *spreig- ‘swell’, *dó- ‘give’, *drä- ‘run’. Most of them already show the vowel e 
as their basic vowel, and with the help of laryngeals even *dö- and *drä- can be 
interpreted as resulting from *deO- *dreA- (de Saussure) or *deH3- *dreH,- (Kury- 
lowicz), which gives e as the practically general root-vowel. 

This root-vowel is surrounded by consonants: in the simplest form the basic vowel 
is followed by one consonant (VC, the converse, CV, is confined to pronominal stems 
and particles like *ne ‘not’), in the most complex it is preceded by three consonants 
and followed by two (CCCVCC). On these clusters various restrictions are imposed. 
First of all, the consonants are arranged on both sides of the vowel in order of 
decreasing sonority, as was stated by de Saussure (1916:70—95; cf. Ammer 1952:213): 
we find *klep-, *sret-, *kers- but not */kep-, *rset-, *kesr-, etc. Secondly, in general 
ali kinds of stops are allowed before and after the basic vowel but a sequence of two 
voiced stops or voiced aspirate and voiceless stop (or vice versa) is not found. In 
other words, the types M-MA, M-T, MA-M, MA-MA, T-M, T-T are admissible, but 
not MM. MA-T, T-MA, although sT-MA is possible (e.g. *steigh- ‘mount’).™ 
According to Cuny (1912:128f., cf. 1943:114£.) the inadmissible sequences MA-T and 


50 See Hirt 1900:24f., 1921:103f. (107:Saussure’s role and the history of the research in general). 
5! As far as I can see these structural laws were first clearly stated by Meillet, Introduction’, 1903 :145. 
see 1937:173f. The restriction on T-MA and MA-T was first observed by de Saussure, see Meillet 
1913:60 (a reference given me by Dr. A. Bammesberger), and Benveniste 1935:1711, It is interesting 
to note that Grassmann saw (1862:115) that in Greek there is no root with the structure MV(n)M. 
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T-MA also existed at one time but they were all assimilated to T-T and MA-MA, 
and the only example of the original sequence M-M, Skt. gad- was dissimilated to 
Seet. The absence of roots with T-MA and MA-T is explained by pre-IE assimila- 
tion by Kurylowicz, too (1962:108, 1964a:13). Since it has also been stated that the 
consonants appearing before and after the basic vowel cannot be identical (e.g. 
*pep-, *mem-) (Benveniste 1935:170-71), it must be pointed out that IE *ses- is 
attested by Skt. sas- and Hitt. ses- ‘lie, sleep’ (cf. Mayrhofer 1966:250f.). More 
serious is the restriction that clusters of two sonants or two stops cannot appear 
before or after the basic vowel, i.e. *teur(k)- or *tekt- are impossible (Meillet 1937: 
157). 

That the root-morphemes obtained by plain comparison could further be reduced 
by cutting off certain elements, the so-called determinatives, had been known since 
Curtius’ days and especially from the rich collections of Persson (1912; cf. Hirt 
1927b: 236-42; Kronasser 1962:420f.). A comparison of Gothic giutan ‘pour’ from 
IE *gheud- (cp. Lat. fundó füdi) with Greek xé(r)o yotdc from *gheu- reveals that the 
Gothic form has an additional -d- after the root proper. A shorter form must also be 
inferred when parallel forms like Greek (F)JEAr-opaı ‘I hope’ and (F)éASopa1 ‘desire, 
long for’ are found side by side — in the present case *wel-. In the same way, the 
coexistence of IE *melp-, *meldh-, *melw-/* mleu- ‘declare, recite, sing’ — cp. Greek 
péAro ‘sing’, Hitt. mald- ‘recite, vow’, Avest. mrav-=Skt. brav- ‘say’ — points to a 
more primitive root *mel- from which they were enlarged with p, dh, w respectively 
(see Szemerényi 1954b). 

The removal of root-determinatives often leaves behind roots consisting of three 
phonemes, cf. *wel-, *mel-, *gheu- above. Laryngeals, on the other hand, can be ` 
used to turn two-phoneme roots into three-phoneme entities, cf. *ed- ‘eat’ = *H,ed- 
or *ag- ‘lead’ = *H,eg-. On the strength of these empirical observations Benveniste 
declared in 1935 that all IE roots were monosyllabic and, what is more, consisted of 
three phonemes — they were ‘trilitére’ — of which the middle one invariably was e 
while the flanking unlike consonants were subject to the restrictions discussed above 
(1935:147-73). Empirically attested longer forms like *yeug- ‘join’ or *leik”- ‘leave’ 
were to be explained as expanded from three-phoneme roots by means of suffixes — 
morphemes alternating between eC and C — and enlargements (élargissements) — 
consisting of a consonant only. Every root could be expanded with suffixes so that 
either the root retained its vowel and the suffix lost its own vowel or vice versa; the 
resulting two ‘themes’ can be illustrated with the root *pet- ‘fly’ and the suffix -er-/-r-: 
theme I is *pét-r- (e.g. Skt. pátr-a- ‘wing’), theme II is *pt-ér- (e.g. Greek ntep-dv 
‘wing’). A root expanded with a suffix could take an enlargement either after theme 
II or, as an infix, before the suffix of theme II; cf. from *pr-ek- with the enlargement 
s the form *pr-ek-s-,? or with the infix n added to a theme II (*yw-eg-) the form 
*yu-n-eg-. An initial two-consonant cluster usually pointed to a theme IT: *spek- in 


*! Though Benveniste expressly states (1935:153) that an enlargement cannot be added to a theme I, 
nevertheless such forms do exist in the aorist-stems of the type *yeu-g-s-. 
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Lat. speciö was *sp-ek- from a root *sep- (1935:157, 164); stä- ‘stand’ was *steH,-and 
therefore *st-eH;- from a root *set- (1935:158). But the frequent type *sCeC- might 
also contain a prefix, e.g. *s-mer- “think, remember’ which was not *sm-er- from 
*sem- but simply *mer- (1935:165). 

The new doctrine, especially its core concerning the monosyllabic three-phoneme 
root and its expanded variants I and II, was at first received with an enthusiasm only 
seldom accorded a linguistic hypothesis. But since the war criticism has been gaining 
force. Many critics object to the reduction of longer roots to the three-phoneme 
norm on the grounds that there are far too many longer roots for the general reduc- 
tion to be credible (e.g. Ammer 1952:193f.; Stang 1967:1890f.; Schmitt-Brandt 
1967b:8f., esp. 12, 1967a:167). Although the objection is valid for the outsider, it is 
not decisive in the eyes of those who adhere to the doctrine. But even these must admit 
the force of an objection which shows that there is an internal contradiction in the 
system, as there is since it is assumed that beside the monosyllabic three-phoneme 
roots there were also suffixes of the form eC. For where should these forms have come 
from if the whole stock of roots, i.e. of words, consisted of forms of the type CeC? 
Furthermore, the assumption that all roots had e as their basic vowel is also untenable, 
cf. such root-nouns as *nas- ‘nose’, *sal- ‘salt’, *ghans- ‘goose’, *kas- ‘grey’, etc. 

At the present time we can only say that the IE root was monosyllabic but it 
certainly was not of a 'trilitére' structure but could have the most varied forms. 
Kurytowicz has held this view ever since the first detailed discussion in his Etudes 
(1935:121, 1956:106f., 1968:199f.).55 Szemerényi rejects the assumption of initial 
laryngeals when there is no evidence in Hittite and therefore acknowledges even 
*bilitére' root-morphemes like IE *ed- ‘eat’, *es- ‘be’ etc., which, as has been pointed 
out above, are necessary for the suffixes in any case. Schmitt-Brandt also finds a 
difficulty in the assumption that, although all roots have three phonemes, there 
should be suffixes with two, but, since he does not acknowledge a root-type eC, he 
can only suggest that of the various root-types, ie. CV, CVC, CCVC, CVCC, 
CVCV, CVCVC, the type CVC could take over the end-part of C(V)CVC or even of 
another CVC; cf. *pl-ek- from *pel- and *pek- (Schmitt-Brandt 1967b: 12-14). 
Statistical investigations into the frequency of various consonants in IE roots have 
recently been carried out by G. Jucquois (1966). 

In recent years the phenomenon known as 'Schwebeablaut' has occupied scholars 
not only in America?! but also in Europe. The alternation of such types as *ters-/*tres-, 
*terp-/*trep- etc., repeatedly discussed since the seventies, gave rise to Benveniste’s 
theory of the theme I and theme II. But there are cases, in which the theme I is 
semantically a clear derivative of the theme II. Thus IE *deiwo- ‘god, i.e. heavenly' and 
*dyeu- ‘heaven’ can formally be analyzed as I *dei-w-: II *dy-eu- but for this analysis 
to be correct the meaning of I and II would have to be identical, which is not the 


55 It is interesting that K. has never defended his diametrically opposed views against Benveniste; 
he has preferred to ignore B.'s construct. 
54 See Anttila 1966. For the history of the problem see pp. 1-17. 
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case. Kurylowicz is manifestly right in maintaining that *deiwo- is secondarily built 
on *diw-, the nil-grade of *dyeu-; the procedure was possible because the ablaut 
pattern ei/i was widespread. Likewise the form *gheimo-, underlying Lith. Ziemä and 
Slav. zima ‘winter’, is a secondary full-grade to *ghim-, the nil-grade of *ghiyem- 
‘winter’ (see Kurytowicz 1956:130f., 151; and add, especially for Slavic, Vaillant 
1950:302; Schütz 1967). Since he believes that the nil-grade of ei and eu cannot bei 
and u but is 7 and à, Schmitt-Brandt is forced into the untenable position that forms 
like *bhudh- *dhigh- are primary and *bheudh- *dheigh- are secondarily formed on 
them (Schmitt-Brandt 1967b: 23). 


4. Morpheme Juncture 


Asa rule, morpheme juncture causes either no change in the final of the first morpheme 
or there is anticipatory assimilation, e.g. *yug-tó- becomes *yuktó-. This seems to be 
the case even when the first morpheme ends with an MA; the general pattern seems 
to be reflected by */egh-tro- giving Greek A&Ktpov ‘bed’ from *legh- (Aey-) ‘lie’. An 
entirely different change occurs in Aryan, known as Bartholomae’s law. According 
to this law, in a juncture group MA-HT the voice is preserved (i.e. T also becomes M) 
and the aspiration is transferred to the end of the cluster: MA+T>M-+MA, e.g. 
Skt. budh- ‘wake’ gives budh + ta- = buddha-, Skt. dah- ‘burn’ (= dagh-) gives dagh + 
ta- = dagdha-. Kurylowicz defends the old view that Bartholomae's law goes back to 
IE times. For, he says (1964a:13, but see also 1935:50f., 1956:379f., 1962:107f., 
1968:339), the assimilation of sonority is in IE regressive (b + t> pt), therefore the 
progressive assimilation seen in bh--t>(bhdh>) bdh shows that bh (and MA in 
general) was not phonemically voiced, i.e. ph (and TA in general) did not exist, other- 
wise bh + t would have given phth > pth. Since, on the other hand, Bartholomae's law 
is reminiscent of the restrictions on morphemes, which proscribe such types as 
p-dh, bh-t, and replace them by assimilated bh-dh, Bartholomae's law looks like a 
case of contact assimilation of the same type and the same, i.e. IE, date. But it is 
difficult to see the validity of this argument. From the fact that, in contrast to an M 
which loses its voice before a T, an MA preserves its voice and makes the whole cluster 
voiced, one cannot possibly draw the conclusion that the MA was therefore phone- 
mically not voiced; to say that voicing does not prove voiced character is rather like 
the old saw about lucus a non lucendo. Nor is the parallel with the IE root restrictions 
cogent: as we have seen (above 3.), Cuny thinks that original MA-T was assimilated 
to T-T and T-MA to MA-MA, so that the restriction is due to ‘normal’ assimilation, 
not comparable to the process in question. Since there are no clear examples of 
Bartholomae's Jaw in languages other than Aryan — for the contrary see Aéktpov 
above — we are forced to conclude that it is of Aryan date; the fact that Avest. 
dugdar- ‘daughter’ has gd from gh-t which only arose after the loss of i (cf. Skt. 
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duhitar-) also proves that it was a late, not even common Aryan, change.55 

A further change, often linked to the one just discussed, is known as Siebs’law. 
According to this law (Siebs 1901), an initial M became T, and an initial MA became 
T(A) when a-(prefix) s came to be placed before them; cf. Gmc. *dauma- ‘steam’ 
(MDutch doom) and *stauma- ‘steam’ (OE stéam). The formula s+bh>sph is 
advocated by Cuny (1936:73) while Illié-Svityé (1961) differentiates: unaspirated 
clusters (i.e. s+k and s +g) appear in all languages as sk-, but s + gh gives Skt. skh-, 
Greek ox-, and sk- elsewhere. As far as s + MA is concerned this is identical with the 
formula adopted by Kurytowicz (1935:53f., 1956:378, 1962:107f.). He notices that 
the change would be confined to the initial position since medially -zdh- is kept in 
Indo-Iranian (1956:378-9); but he fails to notice that zdh is kept in Iranian initially, 
too, as is shown by Avestan zdi ‘be’. Although the change occurs in word-initial 
position, Siebs’ law concerns the morpheme juncture, because s must be regarded as a 
prefix. 

Morpheme-final laryngeals have also prompted certain observations. According to 
Lindeman the juncture clusters (-e)-Hy- (-e)-Hw- normally develop into -(é)-y- 
(-é)-w- but in expressive forms into (-e)-yy- (-e)-ww-. Thus Gk. doinv, Skt. déyam 
‘I should give’, are traced to *doyyém and this to *doH-yé-m (Lindeman 1962, esp. 5, 
21; 1964; see also Hiersche’s 1968 review of Lindeman 1964). But in this instance it 
seems pretty clear that the retention of -y- in Greek (and Indian) is due to the 1.2. 
Plur. where Soipev Soite were regular, and the other instances are to be explained in 
more or less the same way. 

The long familiar final alternations between M and T, MA and TA have now been 
reexamined by Stang who finds that the alternation occurs in the expanded secondary 
root only — alleged examples in three-phoneme roots are unreliable — and only in 
theme II, not in theme I, i.e. after a diphthong sensu lato, type TeRK-; he thinks that 
the alternation originated in the verbal inflexion: T appeared in presents without 
nasal, M in presents with nasal and in the perfect, cf. Lat. pac-iscor: pangö (Stang 
1967 :1890-4). Expressivity is regarded as the cause of such alternations by Otrebski 
(1963:16-19) who thinks that the voiced phoneme expresses a higher degree of 
intensity and is often used in pejorative words, especially in onomatopoeics. Laryn- 
geals are invoked by Erhart (1956a)** to explain the alternation of M and MA. 

Here belongs perhaps the alternation in vowel-length found in some cases at the 
juncture of two morphemes; e.g. Skt. vīra- ‘hero’ but Lat. vire-, Skt. sūnus ‘son’ but 
Goth. sinus etc. Leumann (1952:4) thought that in these two cases at least the original 
short vowel was lengthened in the emphatically pronounced vocatives.5? Since the 
root of *sünus is *sü- and that of *wiros *wi-, this explanation is rather unlikely. 
Much more plausible is the suggestion of the Ukrainian linguist Dybo that in the 


55 If my suggestion that Hitt. isduwa- ‘become known’ derives from IE *edh-tu- (Sprache 12, 1967: 
206 fn.) is correct, then the law is proved for Hittite, too. Cf. also J.E.B. Gray, “Aspirate Sandhi”, 
BSOAS 27, 1964:615-9. 

$$ Ihave not seen it but cf. Puhvel, Lg 35, 1959:648f. 

57 Expressive lengthening was assumed for *wiros at least by Vendryes, too, see 1952:110-14. 
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Italo-Celtic group, and to a smaller extent, in Germanic, inherited long vowels and 
long sonants were shortened when the IE accent did not fall on them (Dybo 1961; 
see also Szemerényi 1964a:329); hence Skt. sinus but Goth. sinus, Skt. virds but 
Lat. vir, Olrish fer, Goth. wair, and without shortening Lith. vyras, sūnus and OCS. 
synü. 


5. Syllabic Structure 


In our period two problems have received close attention. First, the general problem 
of syllabic structure in Indo-European and the IE languages was examined by 
E. Hermann (1923) in a detailed monograph at the beginning of our period. Secondly, 
Sievers’ law about the allophonic variation of y/iy and w/uw depending on whether 
the preceding syllable was light or heavy was, as is known, first in the thirties and then 
during the war reexamined by Edgerton who extended Sievers’ law to all sonants. An 
interesting addition was what Edgerton called ‘the converse of Sievers’ law’: if in 
morpheme juncture the sequences i-y or u-w appeared, these, too, were subject to 
Sievers’ law; thus, e.g., su-varna ‘gold’ (‘of beautiful colour’) obtained the variant 
svarna-, antar-iyàt the variant antaryät etc. In initial position, allophonic variation 
between dy-/diy-, sy-/siy-, dw-/duw-, *kwön/*kuwön ‘dog’, *g"nàá|*g"nà ‘woman’ takes 
place dependent on the final syllable of the preceding word (Edgerton 1934, 1943, 
1962; cf. Lehmann 1952:10f.). Reexamining these aspects of Sievers’ law, the Nor- 
wegian scholar Lindeman has found that the ‘converse of Sievers’ law, if right at all, 
is a rather late Indian, certainly not Indo-European, phenomenon. He also found that 
the initial variation was confined to monosyllables, whereas polysyllables had an 
invariable initial cluster, e.g. *swekuros ‘father-in-law’, *swesör ‘sister’, *swädu- 
‘sweet’, *treyes ‘three’, which have no alternants (e.g. *suwesdr etc.) (Lindeman 
1965b). For further references see Szemerényi 1970:103. 


II. MORPHOLOGY 


1. 


In the field of morphology, too, our period has produced a large number of important 
studies but only a few major and original syntheses which shall be taken before the 
studies of details. They are either more or less complete surveys of the whole field 
(Hirt 1927b, 1928; Kurylowicz 1964b, 1966; Savéenko 1968) or primarily of the 
morphology of the noun (Specht 1944). 

Hirt’s vision is focused on two factors of overriding importance: the determinatives 
and adaptation. The determinatives were deictic particles which did not modify the 
meaning of the word perceptibly; they wreaiiu k g t d p b, m n Ir, sw, i.e. 
practically all IE phonemes (Hirt 1927b:82, 164). Adaptation, a concept that can be 
traced back to about 1870 (Ludwig 1867, 1871, 1873; cf. Delbrück 1904:129f.; 
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Oertel and Morris 1905:69f., 80 etc.; Jespersen 1922:384), means that elements of 
forms come to be used with a morphological function which they originally did not 
possess, e.g. oxen has in the synchronous system of today an irregular plural-suffix -en 
but in IE its antecedent was a stem-suffix, not a case suffix, cp. the IE nom.pl. *uks-on- 
es. All flexion originates in a combination of these two factors: ‘Wie beim Nomen, 
so sind auch beim Verbum Partikeln unbestimmter Art, höchstwahrscheinlich deikti- 
scher Bedeutung an die Verbalformen angetreten, und durch Anpassung (= adapta- 
tion) kann eine solche Form zu einer Personalendung werden’ (Hirt 1928:111). 

Not very dissimilar are the views advanced by Specht (1944). According to him, 
too, practically all IE phonemes could function as demonstrative pronouns and be 
added to primitive roots and root-nouns to modify their spatial relations. These 
modifiers supplied the basis for the different IE noun-classes, i.e. i-, u-, k-, t-stems 
etc., but also for the case-forms. The latter, and with them the nominal flexion in 
general, started with a combination and opposition of two different stem-forms 
(heteroclisy) indicating the casus rectus and casus obliquus; from a contrast of two 
eventually the IE system with seven or eight cases evolved, always with the help of 
demonstrative pronouns. Verbal stems are originally identical with the nominal stems, 
except that personal endings are added; on their origin Specht is reticent.® 

Kuryłowicz is less concerned with the evolution of the substance than with the 
transformations of the structure. His Inflectional categories (1964b) in particular is a 
systematic presentation of the history and primarily prehistory of the main elements 
of nominal and verbal inflexion." Thus the optative is interpreted as an old past of 
the indicative, the subjunctive as a present indicative, etc. In the nominal inflexion, a 
tripartite case-system (I.Sing.Nom-Acc-Voc., IESing.Gen-Abl, IILSing.Loc.) is 
reconstructed as the oldest stage (1964b:199). 

None of these interpretations attempts to give a coherent picture of the successive 
stages of the development of the whole system. The first such attempt is by Savéenko 
(1968), which partly for that reason, partly on account of its not being readily 
accessible, deserves to be reviewed in greater detail. In the earliest period there were 
only two classes of verbal endings: the single set characterized by m/s/t in the sing. 
and nt in the 3rd plural (no forms for 1.—2. plur.) on the one hand, and the set bal 
thajejr for the same persons on the other, the later active perfect and middle present 
set. Both sets were neutral as to time but the former expressed action, the latter state. 
This duality of the verb was matched by a similar opposition of active — passive in 
the noun, which later developed into animate — inanimate and by a further split of 
the animate class gave rise to the three-gender system of Indo-European.® The later 
neuters originally were sign-less, even the o-stems. The paradigm consisted of two 
58 See, however, 331? on the first person endings. — A more detailed account of Specht’s views will 
be found in Pisani and Pokorny 1953:54f. (‘Ein grossartiger Versuch, Bildung und Flexion der 
Nomina, dabei auch den Bau der Verbalwurzeln im Idg. auf ihre Anfänge zurückzuführen"), and in 
Polomé's review, 1950. 


5 The Diogenes-paper of 1966 is in essence a summary of the main ideas of 1964b, 
6 Savcenko (1968:23) rejects Lehmann's four-member system developed 1958:189. 
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forms (number was not differentiated): 1) ending in -es, 2) formed with zero; -es with 
the lengthened grade gave the nom.sg., otherwise the gen.sg. (also used adverbially as 
a dative or locative) and nom.plur. Thus -es expressed the subjective, oblique and 
local, while the pure stem corresponded to the absolute case of ergative systems: it 
was the subject with state-verbs but also the object. 

In the second period the ergative construction disintegrates, as in the verb the 
opposition of action — state disappears. The verbal endings are split into s/so, t/to 
etc., the vocalic variants give rise to the middle. In the noun the dative is formed in 
the singular, and the plural obtains a nominative. In the pronouns the singular 
forms were me (egho is later) and fe, in the plural there was only wes which expressed 
neither person nor number but a tribal collective;9! when in the East the variant mes 
emerged, wes/mes meant ‘we’, *wes/wos ‘ye’. 

The third period is ushered in by the departure of the later Asianic group which 
still has the two-class system (not three genders), has no aorist or perfect, has the 
archaic Ste ‘thow’ and laryngeals. Elsewhere the instrumental is formed, the personal 
pronouns obtain a second stem-form. 

In the fourth period the Eastern (= satem + Greek) and Western groups are 
formed; the connections between Balto-Slav and Germanic are later. New Eastern 
creations are the -sye-future, the medial primary endings ai/sai/tai/ntai, the nominal 
instrumental and locative in -bh-/-su (in Balto-Slavic -bh-, still found in tebé etc., was 
in the noun replaced by -m-). The Latin 1.Sg.Perf. -i from -ai must be from the East, 
e.g. Proto-Greek. 

In the fifth period, Balto-Slav and Germanic draw closer and form a Northern 
group; -bh- is replaced by -m- and in the 1.Sg. pronoun men spreads to Germanic as 
an adjective. In the Eastern group the augment is introduced, a new imperfect is 
formed on the model of the aorist, and the perfect acquires the reduplication.9? 


2. The Noun 


A. Gender ` 

The thinking of our period has on this point been under the dominant influence of 
Meillet and, on some aspects, of Brugmann (1889, 1903:354-62, 1911:2/2.82-109). 
Meillet had long held that in IE no declensional class was specially earmarked for 
one particular gender; even the o- and ä-stems, often viewed as only containing 
masculine and feminine nouns respectively, were in fact ‘promiscuous’ and each of 
these classes contained nouns of both genders (Meillet 1908:116-18, already in 
1897:141f.). At the beginning of our period Meillet developed the theory that the IE 
three-gender system replaced an earlier two-class system, in which only animate — 


SL Cf. Szemerényi 1964a:314f. on IE *swos ‘proprius’ as originally meaning ‘belonging to the *swe-’, 
*swe- being the ‘extended family’. 
5? Here Italic-Celtic (and Germanic) are obviously overlooked. 
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inanimate were distinguished. This system is still visible in that masculine .and 
feminine are still often undifferentiated morphologically, cf. Lat. pater and mäter. 
On the other hand, both these genders clearly contrast with the neuter which does 
not distinguish between the nominative and accusative.% From the same year, 1919, 
dates Meillet’s discovery that IE had animate as well as inanimate expressions for 
many concepts, dependent on how something (e.g. fire or water etc.) was conceived 
of and visualized (Meillet 1919b:215f.). A final step was taken much later: in 1931, 
Meillet inferred from the Latin type ferens and many adjectives which do not dis- 
tinguish the fem. from the masc. that the division of the animate class into two 
sex-based genders had not been completed in TE when the early colonizers, among 
them the forebears of the later Latins, departed from the IE community (Meillet 
1931:5f.; cf. also 1933:19). 

Meillet’s thesis concerning the gender-indifference of -o- and -d-stems received 
massive support from the Dutch scholar, Father Royen®* who in 1929 produced a 
vast historico-critical treatise of over 1,000 pages on the numerous ramifications of 
the problem of nominal classes in the languages of the world. He objected, however, 
to the method of linear reduction and suggested that the IE three-class system 
developed from a more complex system (Royen 1928:168; cp. Schwyzer 1950:36). 

Hirt’s synthesis (1927b:321f.; cp. 1934:27f.) agrees in its essential elements with 
Meillet’s system: he, too, believes that the evolution of the three genders was gradual, 
that no single class was assigned to any one gender, and that the different languages 
advanced to varying degrees on the road to full gender-development. But he also 
believes (1927b:329f.) that the differentiation of the feminine came from the demon- 
strative pronouns (-d and -i), though its origin there was obscure, it certainly had 
nothing to do (as Brugmann had suggested) with *g”end ‘woman’ and *mä ‘mother’. 
Moreover, he thinks (334) that i as an indicator of feminine gender preceded à, and 
the latter, far from being contracted from o-+ a, was in no way connected with 
-os/-om.® Ribezzo also maintained the priority of -/ but in his view -à was not even IE: 
it came from the Mediterranean area which possessed numerous nursery words in 
-à/-ä and spread from such nouns to others and even to the pronouns. (Ribezzo 
1929b). 

Meillet’s ideas were faithfully followed and developed by Schulze’s pupil, J. Loh- 
mann (1932:80f., esp. 84). Conversely, the Polish scholar J. Kurylowicz, who was 
Meillet’s student, at first adopted the views of Jacobi and Brugmann: under the 


*$ Meillet 1919a:201f. The dichotomy had been established by B.I. Wheeler 1898:539f. See also 
Jespersen 1922:393f. 

6 Royen 1929 (but completed in 1925!):659f., 701f. Royen was on the whole rather critical of 
Meillet’s views which he described as ‘eine voreilige, unzureichend begründete Verallgemeinerung’ 
(:218) and adduced examples to show that ‘Meillet sich in dieser Genusstudie zu einer Oberfläch- 
lichkeit verleiten ließ, die wir von diesem hervorragenden Gelehrten nicht gewöhnt sind’ (:224). — Cf. 
also the brief survey given by P.W. Schmidt 1926:334-57. 

# That -4 was in no way connected with -os was also taught by Schwyzer (1939:457), while Specht 
(1944: 310) considered -d to be contracted from o + a. 


152 OSWALD SZEMERENYI 


influence of the former he viewed the opposition of the o/ä-classes as being originally 
confined to the expression of sex, but followed the latter in thinking that -d as a sign 
of the feminine originated with certain nouns, and not, as Jacobi thought, with the 
pronouns; besides, he thought that -7 was more recent than -4 (Kuryłowicz 1935: 244- 
251, esp. 250; cf. Jacobi 1897, esp. 115f.; Brugmann 1889, esp. 105). More recently, 
Kurytowicz has tended to stress the formal aspects of the problem. The feminine 
formations in -i -Z are regarded as derived from adjectives in -i- -u-; thus the well- 
known IE feminine type *wIk” ‘female wolf? is linked up with the masc. *wIk”os via 
an adjective *wlk"i- (Kuryłowicz 1956:128f.; cf. 1964b:217f.). Abstracts owe their 
feminine gender to adjectives showing the gender-difference and not to extra- 
linguistic factors, and conversely feminines which are not sex-motivated are traced 
to abstract nouns (Kurytowicz 1964b:214f.). The chief feminine indicator, -d-, is 
explained as reflecting old, undifferentiated adjectives from heavy bases (TRā from 
TRoh), which by contrast to the subsequent o-type (TRo from TRhó) came to be 
restricted to the function of an abstract noun (Kurytowicz 1964b:217). It is also 
suggested that the fem. -à must have existed in pre-Hittite since Hittite possesses the 
ntr.pl. in -a which was identical (ibid.). Of interest is his warning — which coincides 
with Royen’s thesis —- that gender may be older than its historical exponents since 
old indicators may have been ousted by new ones, and his panchronic law that sex- 
differentiation in substantives develops into gender-differentiation in adjectives 
(Kuryłowicz 1964a: 27,29). 

Meillet's thesis about the lateness of the feminine was sharply attacked and rejected 
by Pedersen (1938:14f.). Exception is taken to it by Specht, too, though his own 
suggestion does not seem very different. On the other hand, his doctrine about the 
gender-indifference of o/ä-stems has been taken up by Schwyzer who regards Greek 
vvóc ‘daughter-in law’ and Lat. fágus ‘beech’ as valid evidence (1950:32), and the 
same words are admitted for at least part of IE by Humbach (1951:16) who, how- 
ever, points out that IE *bhägos might have been a masculine (Brugmann) and 
*snusos might have been dissimilated from *snusüs (Sommer). Schwyzer (o.c. 36) also 
thinks that the feminine -& could not have come from the pronouns since *sd is 
probably later than *s7 (ibid. 35). Bonfante reaffirms the old view that gender was 
primarily the product of animistic beliefs (Bonfante 1954; see also 1958; against this 
view is Scherer 1956), while Burrow (1955:201f.) upholds the formalistic view and 
maintains that at some period of later TE -ah and -ih -uh (i.e. -à -i -ü), came to be 
specialized as feminine suffixes. Hjelmslev's paper of 1956 gives a good survey of the 
various views concerning animate and inanimate, personal and non-personal. 

In the late fifties three scholars made an attempt to give an overall solution of the 
problem, of whom only the two Europeans will be discussed (Martinet 1956b; 
Lehmann 1958; Fodor 1959, cf. also Fodor 1963). Martinet accepts Meillet's views 
for the general problem and merely wants to explain the origin of the feminine. 


66 Specht 1944:300f. Cf. also ibid. 307 on -f -nī etc. growing out of a simple contrast. 
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He argues that the gender-distinction is useful when the noun is absent, and even 
more so with pronouns, esp. with demonstratives: who was it? he, or she. He 
thinks that the demonstrative was in fact the source of the feminine gender, esp. the 
nominative *sd. This would seem to mean a rediscovery of Jacobi’s (1897:120f.) and 
Wheeler’s (1898:535, 541f.) ideas. But Martinet thinks that the pronouns in their 
turn received the ending -d under the influence of such powerful feminine nouns as 
*g’end. Once this point is reached, Martinet can proceed to outline the development 
by several — in fact, five — stages of grammaticalization which eventually lead to the 
Late-IE three-gender system. 

The Hungarian scholar I. Fodor wishes to understand gender from within the 
linguistic system. He suggests that the establishment of motion was due to the ana- 
logical influence of the form of the noun on the modifier (1959:34): "The sentence 
elements placed in close relation with the noun, first and foremost the parts of speech 
employed attributively, agreed with the termination of the noun in a rhyme-like 
assonance to show their belonging.' Thus there were such variations as ekwos dhabros, 
g”enä dhabrä, wergom dhabrom, sünus dhabrus, mäter dhaber for the nominative 
sing, ` ekwöd dhabröd, g”enäs dhabräs for the ablative sing., etc. By a process of 
weeding out only certain productive types of variability were retained, and eventually 
only -à and -7 survived as feminine indicators (see also Manessy 1967:25; 394f.). 

In 1960 formalism of a different kind triumphed. Gagnepain tried to show that 
the masculine-feminine dichotomy was triggered off by a twofold process: the nouns 
in -å (originally ‘abstracts’, i.e. substantives, formed from adjectives) became adjec- 
tives and the adjective in -o- could become a substantive. The relation tópog (noun): 
toń (noun, from tou6ç adj.) is the basis of the wholesale redistribution of the IE 
lexicon. Conceptual factors are not admitted.9?" The contrast of unit, expressed by 
o-stems, and generalizations, expressed by à-stems, is Mann's point of departure. 
The ä-stems are neuter plurals which become collectives and so singulars; polariza- 
tion of the two categories led to the contrasts of active-passive, mobile-static, and 
finally to male-female (Mann 1962; similar contrasts had been established long before 
in Velten 1932:214). Brugmaun's idea of *g”end and similar nouns in -& being the 
basis of the feminine suffix -à is revived by Adrados (1963:71), too, who coins the 
term 'infection' for the process in question. This kind of possibility is exploited by 
A. García Calvo (1964) to explain why ‘path, road’ is feminine in Greek (and else- 
where). Such nouns are often connected with adverbs in -ä like opp nù, quà ed hac 
recta dexträ sinisträ which are explained as owing their feminine - to 666c, 
via etc. He reverses this explanation: -d is an old instrumental (prosecutive) and 
accounts for the feminine gender of 6866, via (also of xeip, manus). Szemerényi 
(1964a:318f.) shows that ‘daughter-in-law’ was IE *snusiis, not *snusos, so that 
the main argument for feminine o-stems disappears. He also points out that 


*' For a detailed review and criticism see Szemerényi 1963:41-9. 
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the often quoted IE *g”enä cannot be the source of the feminine -d: the original 
form of the noun was *g"en- and the enlarged *g"en-G presupposes the existence 
of the feminine -d (Szemerényi 1964a:334, 1963:48). Moreover, the pronominal 
*s@ and *i, the feminines of *so and Sie, reveal a common principle of formation: 
they represent *soh (or *seh) and *ih respectively, i.e. feminines formed with h 
from the corresponding masc. (or masc.-ntr., ie. general) stems *so- and *7-; the 
laryngeal is thus seen to have been used as an indicator of sex, later of gender 
(Szemerényi 1963:48). It is also clear that the connexion between -o- and -d- is not for- 
tuitous or originally non-existent ® but based on derivation: -ä is from -o-h (or -e-h) 
just as -7 and Gare from -i-h and -u-h.® 

At the end of our period we can record the publication of a new comprehensive 
treatment by G. Wienold. In addition to a historico-critical survey of past research 
the author attempts to find a correlation with the external world, in particular with 
religion (Wienold 1967). Cf. also Balázs 1966. 


B. Number and case system 

a) That the noun of Late Indo-European had three numbers has not and cannot be 
challenged. That the inflectional system had eight cases — like the Sanskrit system — 
was also generally acknowledged until fairly recently; if there were any doubts, they 
centred around the hypothesis that this state of affairs resulted from a reduction of 
an earlier more complex system.” But quite recently the existence in Late IE of the 
full complement of the eight-case system has also been called in question. Ambrosini 
(1960:85) has suggested that the locative was of post-IE origin, and Toporov (1961: 
275f.) also maintains that the locative was not all-IE since it was never developed 
in the West, a doctrine which has recently been repudiated by Savéenko (1968: 29f.). 
This trend is carried to extreme lengths when Makaev (1963:160, 296) seriously 
maintains that Primitive Germanic had four cases only (nom., acc., gen., dat.), all 
the others, e.g. the instrumental, being denied or declared to be limited local innova- 
tions (see in general Szemerényi 1968b:19f.). No more serious is the claim put forward 
earlier by Ivanov and Toporov (1958:15f.) that the locative was absent from the case- 
system of Baltic and Slavic, while the dative and instrumental, though absent from 
the system, existed as semi-adverbial forms. Assertions of this sort are no doubt 
influenced by the fact that such claims have been made concerning the corresponding 
plural forms. Thus Kurylowicz (1935:167f.) was led to suggest that the so-called 
middle cases were merely adverbs and not case-forms in the proper sense of the term 


88 This doctrine was clearly stated by Hirt 1927b:334, and repeated by Schwyzer 1939:457. 

6% Georgiev 1965:86 revives the doctrine that o- and ö-stems can be masc. as well as feminine; 87 
*g”enä is via delabialized *gn- connected with *gen- ‘beget’. Kastner thinks (1967:16f.) that the 
Hittite two-class system preserves the original state of affairs and that motion started with the pro- 
nouns. Ít should also be noted here that the new edition (1966) of W. Schulze's Kleine Schriften 
contains a new section on “Das Neutrum im Idg.” (849f.). 

” For an 8-case system see Hirt 1927b:37; Wackernagel and Debrunner 1930:8; Schwyzer 1939: 
546. A richer system was assumed by, e.g., Thumb 1905:157. 
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in IE times, and this is almost identical with Meillet’s (1937:299) formulation and not 
very different from Pedersen’s (1938:30). The complex problems of the historical 
forms of the dat.-instr.-loc.plur. are well discussed by K.-H. Schmidt (1963a). 

Against this trend of reduction stand two instances of differentiation, both advo- 
cated by Benveniste. The gen. and loc. dual, which are not distinguished in Skt. and 
OCS, are, mainly on the strength of Avestan, separated by him (1933:267): for the 
gen. IE As can be postulated, for the loc. -ou. Likewise, the gen. and abl. sing., which 
are generally represented by one form in the TE languages, are separated on the 
strength of Hittite evidence: the unitary form -os would show the collapse of originally 
distinct -os (gen.) and -ots (abl.) (Benveniste 1954b:32); the argument depends on the 
diachronic evaluation of Hitt. z=/ts/ and is not generally accepted (cf. Lazzeroni 
1962:12f.; Ivanov 1965:35f.; see above, I 7.). Szemerényi suggests that the My- 
cenaean evidence now enables us to reconstruct the ending of the nom.-acc.-voc.fem. 
dual as -oi, not -ai (1966a:217; with references to Lohmann and Specht). Some 
progress can be recorded concerning the o-stem gen.sg. While it is still not possible to 
establish one ending for the entire JE territory, Bloch (1960:182f.) has shown that 
the Latin -i has nothing to do with the Aryan formations in -i, compared by Wacker- 
nagel,'? and, on the other hand, Pisani has made it highly probable that -7 must 
somehow go back to -osyo, the ending long known from Greek, Armenian and 
Aryan, and now also attested on the soil of Italy by Faliscan Kaisiosio etc. (Pisani 
1934a:295f.73). 

b) As concerns the origin of the TE case-endings, it is clear that the o-stem abl.sing. 
in -öd is contracted from -o + ed, and for ed the equation with OCS oti ‘away from’, 
first proposed by Kappus in 1903, seems cogent and has been adopted by Meillet 
(1921:5074), Hirt (1927b:170), Szemerényi (1955:68). Similarly the instr.-dat.-abl. 
plur., characterized by -bh- in the Southern languages, is rightly connected with the 
preposition by of English, bei of German. On the other hand, the animate nominative- 
ending -s has long been identified with the demonstrative *so and this view has now 
been corroborated by Specht (1944:354f.) and Biese (1950:5f., 9, 13; cf. also Kury- 
łowicz 1964b:211). 
` Going by such clear cases it is tempting to infer that the case-endings generally 
developed from postpositions, pronouns or particles,” as has been maintained by 
Willman-Grabowska (1938:290f.), Tovar (1941), and more recently by Scherer 
(1957: 582). It is difficult to understand how Deeters could assert that the case- 
endings of IE do not derive from 'postpositions"5. A different point of view is repre- 


71 Ignored by Kuryłowicz 1964b: 200; cf. also Risch 1966: 56-8. 

72 The old doctrine is reiterated by Gil 1968:25f. 

78 And since then repeatedly, e.g. 1956:315-24, 1962:82. The critics are of course right in saying 
that a /uposyo could not, via lupoyyo, give lupeyye and even less could this yield /upiyye. But the 
alternative is not simple rejection, see Szemerényi 1970:172. 

74 Hesitates between of and Lat. dé, only the latter is mentioned in 1937:322. 

% Rich information on earlier literature is to be found in Wackernagel and Debrunner 1930:12, 
76 Deeters’ paper (1938) is inaccessible to me, I quote from Pisani and Pokorny 1953:62. 
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sented by Specht who thinks that the case endings, like the stem-formatives, derive 
from old pronominal stems (see Specht 1944:353f.). The Finnish scholar V. Tauli 
(1956) also assumes that the primary flexional suffixes originally were derivational 
suffixes which originated partly in agglutination, partly in secretion; some of these 
suffixes may well be from former pronominal stems but certainly not the whole 
nominal inflexion as suggested by Hirt or Trombetti. The Spanish comparatist J. Gil, 
on the other hand, rejects the view that the case-endings are deictic elements (Specht) 
and thinks that they were suffixes or enlargements which had no definite morpho- 
logical value (Gil 1968: 39f.; cf. Adrados’ ‘infection’ reported above). 

In several instances one morph characterizes more than one case, and so the ques- 
tion arises whether the different case-forms can be traced to a common source. 
Thus the gen.pl. ending -om coincides with that of the ntr.sing.nom.-acc. or the 
masc.acc.sing. of the thematic stems, and in all probability represents a derived 
adjective;”’ thus IE *régom genos could best be rendered by Lat. genus régium which 
can be equated semantically with genus régum. Rather similar is the view, first voiced 
by van Wijk in 1902, that, apart from the difference in accent, the gen.sg., ending in 
-os, originally was the same form as the nom.sg., e.g. *pés ‘foot’ from *pédos was 
the same as gen. *pedós. This view has been accepted by Hirt (1927b:46f.), Kurytowicz 
(1935 :163f."8), Specht (1944:361f.), Ammann (1961:56f.; see also Lehmann 1958: 
192f.), but rejected by Jespersen (1922:383) and Velten (1932:218), and those who 
trace the nom.sing. ending -s to the demonstrative so certainly cannot accept equation 
of the nom. sing. with the gen.sing., at least not in the form that gen. *pedös is dia- 
chronically identical with nom. *pés. But it would still be possible to regard *pedós 
as functionally identical with gen.pl. *pedöm: both would be nom.sing. forms but of 
the derived adjective *ped-o-, differentiated according to gender, and later distributed 
between the two numbers. 

This kind of treatment of the origin of case-endings of necessity leads to a reduc- 
tionist interpretation. As we have seen, the instrumental characterized by -bhi can be 
regarded as fused from the noun and a postposition, and therefore non-existent be- 
fore this fusion; the gen.pl. can be interpreted as a nom. or acc. of an adjective, and 
the gen.sg. can be explained either in the same way or as an original ablative, in either 
case the net effect is that the gen. is eliminated from an earlier stage. 

It is therefore as well to be reminded by Winter (1967) that, as can be seen in the 
history of the Tocharian dialects, a case can be replaced by a quasi-case, a phrase — 
which then coalesces into a proper case — without there being any break in the system; 
this obviously means that we can establish that an instrumental form with noun + bhi 
came into use in Late-IE but we cannot infer therefrom that there was no instrumental 
form prior to the appearance of the -bhi-form. And if the reductionist thinks that he 


" For this interpretation see Pedersen 1925:159; Martinet 1953c:258?. On Hittite -an in this 
function see now Laroche 1966:33-41. 
78 In his recent work Kuryłowicz seems to have given up this view and to trace the genitive to an 
original ablative, see, e.g., 1964b:202. 
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can find a close parallel in the Early Semitic three-case system he should not overlook 
that the current reappraisal of the Semitic system rather suggests that the familiar 
three-case system was simplified from a more complex system in which, in addition 
to nom. — acc. — gen., there also was a dative, a locative, and an adverbal (see 
von Soden 1961:39f.). 

On the other hand, the reductionist view has within certain limits a high degree of 
probability and in such cases one might find a useful model for the phylogenetic 
evolution in the ontogenetic development of child-language. The fine study by Velta 
Rüke-Dravina (1959) of the morphological development of a Latvian-speaking 
child is of importance for the diachronist, too, and, although it needs to be corrobora- 
ted by further studies in other languages, its findings are sufficiently clear to merit a 
brief summary." The beginnings of morphology appeared at one year and seven 
months (1.7): the nom. and acc. were differentiated between 1.7-1.9; the loc. appeared 
at 1.8-1.10, the gen. at 1.11, the dat. at 2.0, instr. at 2.4. The plural made its appear- 
ance with the nom. at 1.11, but acc. dat. loc. and gen. came between 2.0 and 3.1. 
Verbal inflexion started after the nominal. Tense appeared first (before the personal 
endings): the present was separated from the future at 1.10 (when the past was still 
expressed by the pres.!), the first past forms appeared at 1.11 (first in bat ‘be, have’). 
Of the personal endings the 3rd persons came first, followed by the Ist persons at 
1.11 (2nd pers. still expressed by 3rd!); the 2nd sg. came at 2.1, the 2nd pl. at 2.7! 

c) It would be of obvious interest to examine in the light of this ontogenetic 
chronology the scheme submitted by Kurytowicz (above III 1). But in our period, as 
before, it is the distinction of nom. and acc. that has proved of absorbing interest and 
served as the basis for far reaching speculations about the sentence structure of 
primitive IE. 

As is known, Uhlenbeck was the first to advance the theory in 1898 (also 1901: 
170f.) that the IE opposition of nom. and acc. overlaid an earlier opposition of 
activus and passivus, later also named transitivus-intransitivus, or casus energeticus- 
casus inertiae." The case characterized with -m was the old passivus, while -s indicated 
the activus. The latter expressed the agent of a transitive verb, the former the ‘agent’ 
(or rather ‘patient’) of an intransitive verb and the object of a transitive verb. These 
ideas were in our period first taken up by Muller (1924:16f.) and Lommel (1923:171f.) 
but rejected by Hirt (1927b:39). A significant nuance was added to this picture by 
Pedersen in 1933: the difference between the asigmatic, lengthened-grade nominative 
(type Greek xa tfjp) and the sigmatic nominative reflects an earlier opposition between 
a true nominativus and Uhlenbeck's transitivus, an oblique case expressing the agent 
of a transitive verb, while the subject of an intransitive verb and the object in general 
are expressed by the stem-case, Uhlenbeck’s passivus. The opposition of asigmatic 
-sigmatic was also correlated to the opposition of /- and m-conjugation, i.e. in- 


* For the general problem see now E. Alarcos Llorach 1968. 
* Fora detailed survey of Uhlenbeck's work and for the general problem see Royen 1929:865f.; cf. 
also Schwyzer 1950: 70. 
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transitive-transitive (Pedersen 1938:83f.). Much the same view was independently 
advanced by Kurylowicz in 1935 (pp. 162f.) who also distinguished two types of the 
activus. Both scholars maintained that the s-casus is identical with the gen.-abl. in -s 
(van Wijk). The same conclusions were reached in 1936 by Vaillant: the IE nom.sg. 
in -s was an old ergative,?! identical with the abl. (and gen.) But he went a step 
further and explained on this basis the mi-conjugation as a pseudo-transitive forma- 
tion: *g"hen-mi, *g”hen-si, *g"hen-ti etc. ‘I strike, thou strikest, he strikes’ derive 
from a phrase with the noun of action *g"hen-t- ‘strike’ and the pronominal ergatives 
mi ti si etc., so that their meaning was ‘(there is) a strike by me, thee, him etc.”.f? 

Since the last war the ergative theory® has won the adherence of A. Martinet. But 
it deserves to be stressed that Martinet has recognized that the IE (animate) nominative 
did not show two distinct types of formation: at a certain stage -s was the universal 
ending which was lost after ‘continuants’ (i.e. nasals, liquids, s and A!) (Martinet 
1956c:13f., 1962:150f.). Szemerényi also found that the sigmatic and asigmatic types 
were not independent formations: the asigmatic type showed lengthening because 
the stem-final consonant assimilated the formative -s.°4 There was no primordial 
division between nominatives with and without s as is suggested by Kurylowicz 
(1964b:208f.) (who nevertheless seems to have abandoned his old views) or Minissi 
(1964—65:103) who thinks that the sigmatic nom. expressed the definite, the asigmatic 
the indefinite subject, and that these relations were paralleled in the accusative by -m 
and -9.55 

d) The problems of heteroclisy (in general, see Schwyzer 1939:517f.; Kronasser 
1962-66:278f.; Forster 1967:133f.) were made the subject of a monograph by H. 
Petersson in 1921.95 He found that these neuters which, as seen by Meringer and 
Pedersen, had i, u, à, t, d, g, r, l, sin the nom.-acc. and a nasal in the oblique stem, 
were originally characterized by o-vocalism in the nom.-acc., e-vocalism or nil-grade 
in the other cases, Thus *water' was in IE: nom. *wod-ór and *wod-à, gen. *wed-n-és 
or *ud-n-és. The oblique nasal is very often carried by anticipation into the root- 
syllable: *wednés, *udnes, and analogical *wodnes developed into *wendnés, *undnes, 
*wondnes and then even produced nom. *und-à (Lat. unda) or *wondór (Lithu. 
vanduo). Further, a stop was aspirated in a stressed syllable: *öst/*ostnes gave 
*ósth|*ostnés; this also accounts for the variants of the Ist sing. pronoun: *ég 
became *egh. Hirt was primarily interested in the oblique n-stem, for which he 


9 Bonfante 1935b rejects the notion of sexualizing s and seeks to explain the nominatival s as part of 
the stem. 

** Rather different is the opposition of passive r-stems and active n-stems construed by Pisani 1951 on 
the strength of rather questionable pairs such as Lat. uxór: IE *uksön ‘bull, ox’. 

33 Onthe general problem of the ergative construction see Martinet 1965b (first 1958):206-22; Lyons 
1968:354f.; and from a generative point of view, Anderson 1968:27. 

84 Discovered 1956, first published 1962a:13. See also above II 2. C. S 

#5 For the accusative Minissi refers to Jacobi, Compositum und Nebensatz:114, but there it is 
clearly stated that there is no evidence for -m/-9 in the acc. Though not found in IE, the das 
exists in many Uralic languages, s. Wickman 1955:146. 

$$ The study of 1922 deals with further cases, mainly Armenian. 
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suggested coalescence from the root and the adverb en ‘in’ used as a postposition in 
the locative: *ud-en ‘in the water’ then led to the creation of the gen. *ud-(e)n-os etc. 
(Hirt 1927b:48f. = 1913, developing an idea suggested by Bartholomae 1889:29). 

In the meantime the decipherment of the Hittite documents had revealed that the 
heteroclites, only vestigially apparent in the other languages, were very much alive 
and productive in Hittite. They were taken into account by Benveniste who interpreted 
the heteroclitic inflexion as an attempt to combine in one paradigm various derivatives 
which originally had nothing to do with each other (Benveniste 1935:2f., and for 
the interpretation 184f.; see also Bonfante 19352), a view which in a simplified form, 
i.e. reduced to the opposition of casus rectus and casus obliquus, was advocated by 
Specht also 1944:337f., and passim. Pisani, as we have seen (fn. 82), found this kind 
of opposition in r/n stems like Lat. uxör: TE *uksön. Szemerényi (1956a : 524) interpre- 
ted *wedür/loc. uden as representing in the nom.-acc. a tautological compound *wed 
‘water’ + *ür ‘river, water’ (from *er- ‘go, run, flow’), while for *uden he accepted 
Hirt's analysis; from a small nucleus of such compounds developed the heteroclitic 
type so productive in Late IE. From Lat. iecur/iocineris Rix (1965: 79f.) infers — with 
a curious inversion of Petersson's results — that in the loc. sing. the root had o- 
vocalism so that for ‘water’ we find *wedór/gen. *udnes/loc. *wodén, for ‘liver’ *yek"rt/ 
gen. *ik"nés|loc. *yok"én; these results are accepted and applied to *swepör/*supnes/ 
*swopen ‘sleep’ by Schindler (1966:67f.; see also Kuryłowicz 1964b:105f.; and for 
survivals in Tokharian, van Windekens 1960a; in Slavic and Baltic, Eckert 1963). 

e) Problems of derivation and composition have been treated by Hirt (1927b:183f., 
1928:1f.) and Meillet (1937:252f., 287f.) on an IE basis but for a detailed survey we 
still have to rely on Brugmann's Grundrif. More than in any other department of 
comparative linguistics, word formation research is codified in the grammars of the 
various IE languages. Indispensable are Leumann (1926-28) for Latin; Chantraine 
(1933), Risch (1937) and Schwyzer (1939) for Greek; Wackernagel and Debrunner 
(1954) for Indian; Kronasser (1962-66) for Hittite; and Duchesne-Guillemin (1936) 
for Iranian (compounds). 

Of monographs dealing with particular formatives we may mention Frisk's 
(1934:1—49) study in the suffix -ro- in Indian and Greek. The replacement of this 
suffix by -i- in the composition, known as Caland's law, has been studied by Szemerényi 
(1964a:395f.) who explains the curious exchange on the assumption that original 
formations in -i-, which survive in some compounds, were replaced as simplex forms 
by enlargements with -ro- and in the latter -i-ro- became by syncope -ro- (cf. Kury- 
łowicz 1964b:232. For further Greek material see Chantraine 1967). Particular 
attention has been paid in our period to the dental suffixes -t-, -ti-, -tu-, -to-, -ter-[-tor-. 
Developing certain observations made by Schulze and Wackernagel, Meillet (1925a) 
advanced the suggestion that -ri- as a formant of nouns of action was originally used 
in compounds only. But, as was pointed out by Gershevitch (1938:175 n.), and sub- 
sequently by Benveniste (1948:109f.), there are far too many simplex nouns formed 
with -ti- for this thesis to be acceptable (see also Szemerényi 1964a:387 for further 
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references.). Benveniste’s book is in essence a masterly study of the suffixes -fer-/-tor- 
and -ti-/-tu-, with emphasis on a subtle notional definition of their functions (for further 
details, see Szemerényi 1950:187-90. Cf. also Risch 1954:215--20, and for the forma- 
tions, Holt 1941:21-27, Sur 1963.). For a comprehensive classification of the whole 
system of suffixation a model has been worked out by Leumann for Latin which 
should easily be adaptable to other IE languages (Leumann 1944; see also Sur’s 
classificatory system, 1963). 

As concerns nominal composition,” we must first record that in a brief but im- 
portant paper, E. Hoenigswald (1937) presents a relative chronology of the various 
compositional types. (Cf. also Puhvel’s important survey, 1953, which gives the same 
general picture.) Bahuvrihis and synthetics like ob€vE kovpotpdgos form the oldest 
layer while determinatives (types pntpondtap axpdnodic cuvépiSoc Gë óronóAtoc) 
are innovations, foreign to ancient IE. The old device was ‘mutation’, ‘principio 
essenziale della composizione nominale antico-ie’ (:270); even derivation, which 
also changes the meaning, was not different from mutation, but the trend was to-' 
wards the tatpurusa-type. 

The bahuvrihi type, with its change of word-class, calls for some explanation. 
Very old is the view which sees an elliptic (relative) clause in it, a view represented by 
Hirt (1928:39), Schwyzer (1939:454), Biese (1950:6f.). Only slightly different is 
Humbach’s view (1954) that the type originated in parentheses,® and the same seems 
to be maintained by Gonda (1967). The transformational! link between bahuvrihi and 
contrastive syntagmas is brought out by Seiler (1960:41f.). Marchand (1967: 24f.) 
finds that bahuvrihis are not exocentric — that would be a contradiction in terms — 
and not even compounds, they are simply derivations. 

An odd feud, reminiscent of the Battle of the Books, between two German profes- 
sors led nevertheless to a number of penetrating studies in Greek and IE composi- 
tion (Sommer 1934; 1948). The long neglected hypostatic compounds have now been 
taken up by the Finnish scholar Eino Mikkola (1962). The iterative compounds — 
with their Sanskrit name ämrëditas — have recently been studied by Masson (1966) 
and Dressler (1968a). 


3. The Adjective 


The adjective, in particular the phenomenon of gradation, has often been discussed in 
recent years. The two parallel systems: 1) -yes-/-isto- and 2) -(t)ero-/-(t)mo- have 
been given a novel interpretation by Benveniste (1948:115f., see also 1935:84f.). 


*' For the classification of compounds see Schwyzer 1939:425f., 452f.; for the principles of division 
Pollak 1912:62-4 (adopted by Salus 1966:61f.); Marchand 1967. A generative solution is offered by 
Staal 1966. 

*5 This point concerning the determinatives was subsequently elaborated by Risch 1944-49. 

8 But the suggestion that ebpbona (Zeig) was ‘weit die Augen’ ignores the fact that the noun would 
have to be in the dual, and is semantically also unsatisfactory since the meaning must be ‘far-seeing’ 
(unless it is 'far-sounding'!). 
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The comparative suffix -yes- is said to denote ‘une qualité intrinsèque” and to construe 
with a case that was originally meant as an equative; Lat. melle dulcius was not 
‘sweeter than honey’ but ‘as sweet as honey’. The suffix -(t)ero-, on the other hand, 
mostly found with adjectives expressing notions of time and space, and contrasting 
with a positive (Greek öe&ıög : &ptotepds 'right:left), not, as previously thought, 
with another form in -(f)ero-, had a ‘valeur différentielle’, and construed with a 
particle. The superlative in -isto- is found to be connected with the ordinals in -to- 
and ultimately with the suffix of verbal adjectives. 

Earlier it had been taught that -yes- formed verbal adjectives expressing intensity 
(Ved. tariyas- ‘easily penetrating’), and -tero-, as we have just seen, formed pairs of 
contrast (see, e.g. Schwyzer 1950:183f.); Specht (1944:301f., 305) assumed that even 
-yes- expressed contrast. Benveniste’s views were adopted by Ghiselli?? while Nils 
Berg (1958) introduced some modifications. Friš (1953:107f.) argued that -yes- was 
originally a noun used predicatively (e.g. 'this is a beauty"), which then could either be 
inflected and supply the comparative -yes- or be enlarged with the suffix -/(A)o- (cf. 
Lat. iüs-tus) and supply the superlative.” 

The problems of gradation have repeatedly occupied Kurytowicz. In 1935 he 
suggested that -yes- was a nominal formation, -is-tho- an adjective thematized from 
an abstract in -/d, i.e. -tho- represented -tH,-o-. Almost thirty years later his views 
have become more explicit. The form in -yes- is not a comparative (‘bigger’) but 
something like “the big one’ — aithough Kurylowicz admits that the form was a 
deverbative noun; in fact, a formal examination convinces him that this type of noun 
survives in Aryan neuters in -i$-. The superlative in -isto- is now said to be differen- 
tiated from the single intensive form in -yes-, though no details are given. The dif- 
ference between -tero-/-ero- and -tmo-/-mo- is said to be based on a hiatus-filling ¢ 
which originally appeared after sonants only, like the nominal suffix in Skt. kr-t- etc. 
The connection between ordinals and superlatives is also emphasized (Kurylowicz 
1935:49, 1964b:227—39. See also 1956:70, 1954). 

A quite different and hardly probable line is adopted by Gäters (1954)%, Accepting 
the view that the comparative in Finno-Ugric and partly also in Turkic and Samoyed 
is in fact a diminutive, he finds indications that the same happened in IE: -yes- is 
diminutive in Albanian and appears in Greek -ío-kog, -isfo- is diminutive in Old 
Prussian eristian ‘lamb’. It is perhaps here that one should recall that Hirt (1927b: 
195f.) had suggested that the superlative -istho- represented -i-stho- (from *sthä- 
*stand") so that, e.g., IE *bheristhos (Hom. qépiotoc) meant ‘im Tragen (fest) stehend’. 

The long-standing view that beside the basic form -yes- there was already in IE 
times the enlarged -is-on- preserved in Greek -ıov- and Germanic -izan- has recently 
% Ghiselli’s original paper of 1950 (see Bonfante, Word 9, 1953:75f.) is inaccessible to me, but it is 
now available as Ghiselli 1961, pp. 23-67. 

St Burrow (1955:160f.) holds the same views, and Ghiselli (see fn. 90) p. 24 also regards -yes- as a 


noun. For further possibilities see Erhart 1956b. 


32 He also adduces -zr- as the basis of Greek -(T)arog (p. 55), a formation which is regarded as an 
elative by Aitzetmüller 1960:77. 
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been reaffirmed by Ruijgh (1967a:90; see also 1967b:11) but rejected on the evidence 
of Mycenaean Greek by Szemerényi (1968a).?? 


4. The Numerals 


The numerals continued to exercise the patience and ingenuity of scholars. The data 
as marshalled by Hirt (1927b: 306f.) or Meillet (1937 : 409 f.) present a baffling disarray, 
esp. in the formation of the decads and ordinals. 

The fact that Greek £ßdounxkovre ‘70’ seems to be formed from the ordinal 
‘seventh’ while &önkovra ‘60’ is from ‘six’ had in the last century led J. Schmidt to 
suggest that after 60 there was a break just as there was after 12 (cf. twelve-thirteen), 
and that these anomalies were due to the influence of a sexagesimal system, i.e. of 
Babylon. This thesis was upheld in our period” by Hirt (1927a:93), and Jacobsohn 
(1927, esp. 86, 99). But the mainstay of this hypothesis, the alleged formation in 
Greek of 70-90 and in Latin of (70? and) 90 from the ordinal, has been repeatedly 
shown to be untenable: by Mahlow in 1926 (p. 309), by Pisani in 1932, by Sommer 
in 1951; all have shown that these decads contain the digits, as expected, and not the 
ordinals. It is to be hoped that the old doctrine is really finished off now. 

But the decads present several additional oddities. The same numbers seem to be 
expressed by a neuter plural in one area, by a singular compound abstract in another, 
by simple abstracts in a third, etc. In 1960, Szemerényi thought that the time had 
come to show that these various formations were merely alterations of an inherited 
set, built up on the principle that a decad consists of the digit plus the word 'ten' in the 
form *(d)komt. 

Just as confused is the picture presented by the ordinals, especially between 3rd 
and 10th. They seem to be formed from the corresponding digits with -tiyo- or -to- or 
-o-. Here again Szemerényi (1960: p. 67f.) was the first to show that the primordial 
formative was -o- which in certain ordinals attached to itself a preceding consonant 
(e.g. -y- or -t-) and acquired the shape -yo- and -to-, even the blended -tiyo-; he also 
shows how the numerals influenced one another in the several languages, and already 
in Indo-European. On ordinals see also Gonda 1950, and, without taking note of 
either, Kurylowicz 1964b: 236f. 

As to individual numerals, we may mention that for ‘two’ a form *de-we from the 
demonstrative de and the personal pronoun we has been posited by Jensen (1952:52£.; 
see already Blankenstein 1907:110), who even thought that simple de might be 
attested by Hittite dän ‘second’, däyuga- “two years old’; this was later assumed by 


zm [ have not seen the paper of Poldauf at Časopis pro moderni filologii 31, 1947:109-22, which, 
going by the report at BSL 44/2, 1948:157-8, seems interesting. 

D But of course much earlier formulated for the first time. 

35 On certain fundamental problems see Nehring 1929. 

s A late-comer is Rosenfeld 1957:182. 
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Benveniste, too 1962:85f. An element -w-, or a laryngealist -/7"-, has repeatedly 
been assumed for the even numbers,” although no clear principle is perceptible. The 
element de ‘two’, just mentioned, has also been suspected in *dekmt/*dkomt ‘ten’, 
if formed from a *komt- ‘hand’ (for references see Szemerényi 1960:69 n.5). Quite 
certain is, on the other hand, that *kmtom ‘100° is formed from *dekmt ‘10° — the 
only question is how? Since all decads are built from digit + *(d)komt, it was suggested 
by Szemerényi (1960:140) that we should indeed start from *(d)kmkomt which 
could develop into *kmkom and by dissimilation to *kmtom. Risch (1962:135f.) 
suggested regarding *kmtom as an ordinal but that could only give ‘the tenth’ (decad?), 
not ‘ten decads’; see now Szemerényi 1970: 208. 


5. The Verb 


The verb has also favoured the reductionist trend in our period. That the Late IE 
verb had two voices, four moods — indicative, subjunctive, optative, imperative — 
and in the indicative at least the present, aorist, and perfect tenses, seems beyond 
reasonable doubt. But, as was stated by Schwyzer (1939:645), the tense-system can 
be reduced to a primitivum: this follows from the fact that present and past (= aorist 
++ imperfect) have endings which are differentiated by an accessory i only (mi/m, si/s, 
tit etc.). But Kuryłowicz (1932) and Stang (1932) also observed that the endings of 
the perfect and the middle show a basic affinity (compare Vaillant 1946; Kurytowicz 
1956:41f., 1964b:58-70, 150): this means that the perfect is not an additional tense 
as assumed by Schwyzer (l.c.) but an additional voice. The method inescapably leads 
to a reduced system, in which there were two voices: active and middle-passive, 
denoting action and state respectively (see especially Safarewicz 1964, but also the 
Soviet scholars Savéenko 1955:117; Ivanov 1965:137), but only one tense-form, i.e. 
time was not indicated (on the verb at any rate). All this presupposes of course that 
the development was linear which may, or may not, be the case. One of the staunchest 
representatives of the reductionist school is Adrados (1963, 873 pages!) who in many 
points revives Ludwig’s old adaptation theory (for an appraisal see Cardona 1965 :105— 
114). 

, a) To turn to specific problems of the Late IE verb. Various present formations 
have received detailed, sometimes monographic treatment. The general problem of 
the cleavage between thematic and athematic formations has lately been treated by 
Kuryłowicz (1964b:116f., 1968:271f.), Adrados (1963:601f.), Risch (1965), Schmitt- 
Brandt (1967b:128f.). The further question how far o-vocalism is found in these 
formations, a question previously treated by Meillet (1937:203, and earlier: 1915: 
181f., 1918:103f.), has now been reexamined by Hiersche (1963; but note Szemerényi 
1966b:45f.). The reduplicated presents were ascribed an ‘aspect déterminé’ by 
Vendryes (1916:117f.) while Kronasser (1962-66:571f.) has attributed to them a 


%7 Cuny 1924; Benveniste as reported by Minard, BSL 44/2, 1948:54; and most recently Erhart 1965, 
esp. 20f. For *sweks ‘6’ from *weks, see Szemerényi 1960:78. 
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causative meaning and N. van Brock (1964:147f.) has returned to the time-honoured 
iterative function. The formally well-defined sk-type shows varied semantic develop- 
ments in the several IE languages. As original meaning Meillet (1937:204, 221) 
assumed an ‘aspect déterminé’, Porzig (1927) a ‘ruck- oder aktweise vor sich gehende 
Iteration’; for Couvreur (1938) the suffix had a ‘causative-intensive’ meaning, while 
more recently an ‘iterative-durative’ (Kurylowicz 1964b:106f.) function is again 
assumed.?? But the favorite of our period has been the so-called nasal infix type. As 
to the form of the infix, the ablauting ne/n, assumed by de Saussure, is maintained by 
Specht (1932:82), but simple 5 is postulated by Hirt (1928:204, but already in 1900: 
138f.), Benveniste (1935:159f.), Kuiper (1937:43, esp. n. 2, 89), Strunk (1967:26). 
The further problem which results from the fact that infixation runs counter to the 
universal principle of IE word formation, namely suffixation,?? is either ignored or 
solved in accordance with this principle (Hirt 1928:204; Benveniste 1935:160; 
Kuiper 1937:40f.; Schwyzer 1939:691f.; Kurylowicz 1964b:106), i.e. by the assump- 
tion that the nasal was suffixal at an earlier stage: thus *yuneg- was formed with 
-(e)g- from a base *yun(e)- which in its turn had been formed from *yeu-/*yu- with 
a suffixed nasal. Meillet (1925b:275f.) thought that the long vowel following on the 
nasal could only be à but Strunk (1967:56f.1%) has shown that the nasal infix can 
appear in roots terminating with ë or à also.!% As to the function of the nasal infix, 
Vendryes (1923:265f.) confirmed Delbrück's old view that it indicated a terminative 
aspect, whether it be the beginning or the end of an action, though he insisted on the 
*momentary' element. (Cf. also Meillet and Vendryes 1953 (but not changed since 
1924):184 and Sjoestedt 1926:60f., 178.) Kuiper (1937:204f., 214f.) also adhered to 
Delbrück's ‘terminative aspect’, although he clearly saw the functional diversity of 
the formation in the different IE languages, amongst others the transitive-causative 
function in many languages. This aspect is regarded as the original by Kronasser 
(1960), a view which had been advanced by Sturtevant before and rejected at the time 
by Kuiper. (On Sturtevant see Kuiper 1937:15. Cf. also Jelizarenkova 1961:103f.) 

The phenomenon that a verbal root often forms more than one present stem, has 
been investigated with reference to Old Indian by the Hungarian scholar J. Vekerdi; 
his result is that the variant formations are almost all innovations and the IE verb did 
not have this property (1961). This is at variance with Kurylowicz’s doctrine, according 
to which the various present-formations served the purpose of renewing the old 
system which must have meant coexistence for a while (1964b:105f.). 

That the asigmatic type of aorist was originally nothing else but the past (known as 
the imperfect) of certain present stems has long been clearly understood; its separation 
from the present was accomplished when the old present stem was ousted by a new 


% Also Machek 1958:46f. (intensive-iterative); A.G. Ramat 1968; Dressler 1968b:159f. 

*9 Kronasser is quite isolated with his assumption of a true infix (see 1960:22, 1962-66:4331) as is 
Vaillant who derives the nasal by anticipation from a suffixed nasal, 1946:75f. 

1% Where also the references to Wackernagel and Leumann. 

? Lindeman 1968:83-90, argues that Germanic did not have né-verbs. 
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formation. The sigmatic aorist, although later (Meillet 1908:79f.; cf. Schwyzer 
1939:749 n.2; Kuryłowicz 1964b:109) — but not post-IE as suggested by Otkup&cikov 
(1967: 49) — certainly followed the same development: it is the past of a lost (athe- 
matic) -s-present (Schwyzer 1939:749,2; Kuryłowicz 1956:33, 1964b:104 n.7, 110; 
Ivanov 1965:173f.). Kretschmer’s suggestion that the s-aorist is a kind of objective 
conjugation, and -s- itself a pronoun, is hardly a promising line (1947:11f.; accepted 
by Kronasser 1960:21). 

The perfect — whose existence in Late IE is, whatever might be surmised about 
Proto-IE, guaranteed by the evidence of languages as widely distant as Indian on the 
one hand and Germanic and Celtic on the other — stands both in form and in meaning 
apart from the other verbal forms. As to form — the characteristic o-ablaut and 
the peculiar personal endings, especially the 3. sing. in -e (*woide ‘knows’), have 
revived Brugmann’s view that the perfect is a nominal form (an agent noun or a 
noun of action): after Hirt (1928:270f.) this view was particularly enthusiastically 
maintained by Grünenthal (193612), later even by Belardi (1950:102), in spite of the 
terminological reservations, and now also by Kuryłowicz (1964b:62) who assumes a 
verbal adjective in -e (=3. sing.) which was amalgamated with subject-indicators. A 
long-standing formal problem is the difference in quantity between Vedic 1.sg. 
čakara and 3.sg. čakāra ‘I/he made’. After the failure of Brugmann’s law to account 
for the phenomena on its own, a combination with the laryngeals seemed more promis- 
ing: in 1927 Kuryłowicz (1927b:103) suggested that, in contrast to IE *k”e-k”o-re 
which regularly gave cakara, the 1.sg. *k"e-k"or-He, in which the root was also a close 
syllable, just as regularly gave cakdra. This view was still upheld by Kuiper in 1957 
(p. 90) and later (1959: 437), and by Mayrhofer in 1965 (p. 90),19? although it had been 
given up by its author in 1948 and replaced by a structuralist explanation which still 
does not seem the last word on the subject (Kurylowicz 1948:53-54, 1949:57-60 — 
but cf. Pisani and Pokorny 1953:48 — Kuryłowicz 1956: 337). It is therefore in order 
to recall that Hirt (1928:275) favoured Schmidt’s solution (a and à represent the 
vowels legitimate with IE e/o and a-verbs respectively), while Belardi (1950:114f.) 
thought that Hittite provided new arguments for Saussure’s view that the Indian 
difference rested on an IE difference between 1.sg. -e- and 3.sg. -o- in the root-syllable. 

The perfect reduplication has been treated by Pisani (1926) in general, by Benveniste 
(1965) with reference to certain Indo-Iranian peculiarities. Leumann (1956:241) has 
pointed out that the absence of reduplication is established in one case only (*woida 
‘I know’) and Szemerényi (1967a:25f.) has suggested that even there it is due to 
secondary development. 

Just as difficult is the meaning of the perfect. The traditional definition (‘present 
state resulting from a past action’) obviously does not account for perfects which mean 
‘to shout’ or ‘hit’ and Hirt (1928:278f., esp. 281, 1934:220) repeatedly argued for an 
intensive meaning (*woida ‘I know’ is really ‘I see, I see’) which ‘easily passed into a 


1? Against Lohmann, KZ 64, 1937:42-61, see ibid.:271. 
1? And for the law also Sprache 10, 1965:178. 
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past’. Particularly important is Grünenthal’s 1936 paper: as he shows, a present have- 
construction has often changed to a past tense, an idea which has since repeatedly 
been developed by Kurylowicz (1956:29, 1964b:55,57,61f.), and after him by 
K.-H. Schmidt (1964). The formal problems of the perfect have recently been treated 
by Neu (1968a,b), the semantic problems by Perel’muter (1967), both by van Brock 
(1964:149f.) who suggests that formal properties matched the meaning: the perfect of 
state had no reduplication, while the reduplicated perfect was transitive and resultative. 

The existence in IE of an imperfect is a moot question. From this point of view 
Strunk’s work has additional interest: the fact that -neu- and -nd- presents are in the 
system linked with root-aorists guarantees the differentiation in IE of present and 
aorist stems, and thus makes it probable that the present-stem also had a tense 
marked by the secondary endings (Strunk 1967:128). And since this conclusion strictly 
speaking applies to Greek and Aryan only, it is as well to recall that in Slavic the use 
as aorists of forms like vede, ming must also be secondary: they go back to the IE 
imperfects *wedhes/t and -neu-s/t (Vaillant 1966:51,54, 230). 

b) The old doctrine concerning the moods was first called in question by Trubetzkoy 
who, in 1926, pointed out that the -d-subjunctive of Latin and Old Irish (we should 
now add Tokharian, too) was in fact an d-optative in use with thematic verbs beside 
the -oi-optative — but not, as a rule, in the same language. A quarter-century later 
Benveniste (1951) tried to connect these optatives with preterite forms like Lat. eram 
laudäbam on the assumption that the past forms developed from optatives (cf. he 
would go for a walk — he used to). This sequence was rejected by Safarewicz (1954) 
who advocated the reverse order as has since Kuryłowicz (1956: 35, 131, 1964b:115, 
137, 142; cf. also Thomas 1956:212, Ambrosini 1962:37f., 60f.; Schmidt 1966:25). 

Since the ä-subjunctive can thus be linked with the d-aorist of Balto-Slavic, it seems 
tempting to connect the é-subjunctive with the &-aorist of the same group. This would 
mean that & in all persons — as in the Latin future agés agemus etc. — was the 
original type, and the alternation é/6 found in Greek was secondary, a view represented 
by Hirt in 1928 (:296), and by Pedersen in 1941(:191); Pedersen went even so far as to 
deny its one-time existence in languages which do not possess it (Baltic, Slavic, Hittite). 

The origin of the moods has been treated by Kurylowicz: the optative is traced to 
a false division of an é-aorist (e.g. *pó-y-é-m metanalyzed as *pö-ye-m ‘I should 
drink’) (1964b:141), the subjunctive simply to a present indicative. The latter has 
also been treated by Risch (Kurylowicz 1956:28, 71-74, 1964b:137f.; Risch 1965: 
238). 

The function of the moods has been examined by Gonda (1956), the elusive 
injunctive by K. Hoffmann (1967). The so-called second or future imperative has been 
given a new interpretation by Szemerényi (1954a). 

c) The old doctrine concerning the voices, according to which IE had no passive 
but only active and middle, was challenged as early as 1924 by Marguliés who derived 
the middle from the passive (cp. KZ 58, 1931:113f. Cf. also Hirt 1928 :133, 1934: 204f.) 
Though long ignored, this doctrine has now been adopted and given transformational 
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support by Kuryłowicz (1964b:72-85)1%, The closely linked problem of the agent 
with passive verbs has been examined by Schwyzer (1943), Rysiewicz (1956), Schmidt 
(1963b). On the other hand, Wistrand (1941) argued that the development of a 
middle into a passive was almost ‘a law of evolution’ and Gonda (1951) held that the 
Vedic -ya-passive was almost exclusively intransitive. 

The middle voice has also been discussed, especially since the last war. According 
to Benveniste (19502), it is the expression of a ‘procès dont le sujet est le siège”, which 
is slightly modified by Gonda (1960; see also Hirt 1934:203f.); it is given the label 
subjectivum by Bechert (1967:170; cf. also Savéenko 1961, and now also Neu 1968b: 
1f., 52£., 93f.). 

d) As concerns the personal endings of the active, the clear difference between 
present l.sg. -mi and 2 was extended by Meillet (1937:227f.) to include the other 
persons of the singular: athematic -mi, -si, -ti contrasted in his view with thematic 
-6, -ei, -et. Though this view has been accepted by Pedersen (1938:87f., 93f.), on 
account of certain difficulties the tide seems to have turned against it, and Kurytowicz, 
who as late as 1964 still thought that -ei in the Greek 3.sg. was something archaic, in 
1967 came round to the view that for TE only -si, -ti could be assumed (1964b:156, 
1967 :166). 

Concerning the mediopassive endings, two major changes in our outlook have to 
be recorded. First, the primary set -ai, -sai, -tai, -ntai was in 1952 replaced with -ai, 
-soi, -toi, -ntoi by Ruipérez; his argument was based on internal evidence (the secon- 
dary set is -so, -to, -nto) and on certain archaic Greek dialects but was one year 
later confirmed by Mycenaean, and is now almost generally accepted (Ruipérez 1952: 
8f.; cf. Szemerényi 1968d:717 with fn. 10; Kurylowicz 1964b:59). Secondly, there 
has been a growing conviction that the 3rd person ending -to replaced an earlier -o 
(Vaillant 194616: cf. Ambrosini 1966), and possibly even -nto an earlier -r(o) (Kury- 
lowicz 1956:41, but esp. 1964b:58f., 64f., 69f.). The -r-endings which earlier had 
been thought to be an exclusive Italo-Celtic property, have in our period been 
recognized to be present in Hittite and Tokharian as well and originally confined to 
the present. The various theories have now been critically surveyed by Neu who also 
advances a new theory (1968b:8f. and esp. 123f., 154f., 186f.; a critical review is also 
given by Calbioli 1962:56f.); note should be taken of Kammenhuber's new results 
also (1968), and Szemerényi 1970:215-31, 300-9. 

e) Aspect has long been a category assumed for IE though its precise meaning is far 
from being clear and/or generally agreed. Meillet only speaks of aspect in connection 
with the pairs &xo / {oxo, pévo / uipvo where the simple form is said to have ‘aspect 
indéterminé' in that the ‘end of the process is not envisaged’ while the reduplicated 


104 But the intransitive-passive use of the ‘middle’ was declared older than the reciprocal or reflexive 
in his early paper on "Le genre verbal en indo-iranien", 1929. Cf. now also Flobert 1968. 

3*5 Le Bourdellès 1965 gives a critical assessment of the alleged object cases with passive, On 
Hartmann (1954) see Szemerényi 1956b. 

16 .9 was an agent noun or noun of action! 





168 OSWALD SZEMERENYI 


forms have ‘a. determine’ in that they signal a process whose end is envisaged (Meillet 
1937:204 — this seems the only passage in the Introduction dealing with aspect). 
Hirt on the other hand avoids the term and uses ‘Aktionsarten’ instead but subsumes 
under this both what is usually understood by aspect, i.e. the opposition of perfective- 
imperfective, and the so-called Aktionsarten such as durative, momentary, iterative 
etc. (see e.g. Hirt 1928:164f., 1934:225f.; the differentiation is insisted upon by 
E. Hofmann 1955:86f. but deliberately ignored by Lyons 1968:315). Kuryłowicz 
operates with a three-way opposition of imperfective-perfective-stative (i.e. ‘negative’ 
— ‘positive’ — ‘complex’ aspect) (Kuryłowicz 1964b:130; cf. also 25f., 122f., and 
1964a:20f.). Since aspect was introduced from the Slavic languages and Slavic aspect 
is now clearly seen to be a Slavic innovation, Szemerényi (1969a) wishes to remove the 
notion of aspect from JE; his survey also gives an exhaustive bibliography of recent 
developments in this field, but note also Szemerényi 1970: 286f. 


IV. SYNTAX 


A new departure was marked by Brugmann’s decision to follow Ries’s program and 
deal with the function of words not as Part I (Analytic) of Syntax but as an integral 
part of morphology, thus leaving for syntax the constructions only . Unfortunately, 
the 2nd edition of the Grundriß ended with vol. II — of which parts 2 and 3 embodied 
case-syntax — while of the planned syntax only fragments appeared (Ries 1894; 
Brugmann 1918, 1925). In spite of approving in principle of Ries’s program, Wacker- 
nagel was moved by practical considerations to follow the well-trodden path and 
his highly successful Vorlesungen (1920-24) did not get beyond the syntax of the word. 
A real tour de force along similar traditional lines was Sommer’s comparative syntax 
which managed to deal in 121 pages with all the syntactic problems (including sentence- 
syntax!) of the five languages taught at schools, i.e. German, English, French, Greek 
and Latin (Sommer 1921). 

In 1924 Porzig’s outline was published which wished to exploit Husserl's phenom- 
enology and establish the autonomy of syntactic phenomena, independent of the 
speaker’s psychology. Syntax would deal with (J) sentence structure, (II) semantic 
functions (including case-syntax), (IIT) semantic categories (substantive, adj., tempora, 
modi, etc.), (IV) sentence construction. A staunch defender of the opposite school 
arose in Havers who tried to show the great role played in syntactic performance — 
not least in mistakes — by psychological phenomena as conditions and motive forces 
(Havers 1931; see also H. Frei 1929). 

The next decades see practical work rather than theoretical advance. A syntax of 
TE is contained in Meillet's Introduction (1937:355-77 — and 338-49 on the cases?) 
but this 22-page treatment is dwarfed by the two lavish volumes, altogether 560 pages, 
devoted to all the problems of syntax in Hirt’s IE grammar (1934-37). But apart 
from these treatments, Indoeuropeanists can only point to such works — magnificent 
in their domain, to be sure — as the Greek syntax, covering practically all IE problems, 
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by Schwyzer (1950), and the likewise important Homeric syntax by Chantraine 
(1948-53), the Latin syntax by Szantyr (Hofmann and Szantyr 1965), the syntax of 
German by Behaghel (1923-32) and of Germanic by Hirt (1934), and last but not least 
the comparative syntax of the Slavic languages by Vondräk and Grünenthal (1928). 
To these could be added studies of varying size, e.g. on the nominal sentence by the 
Hungarian scholar Benigny (1929), and later by Hjelmslev (1948), Benveniste (1950b), 
also Schwyzer (1950:623), Lasso de la Vega (1955), C. Guiraud (1962), or the compre- 
hensive treatment of verb constructions by the Rumanian comparatist Simenschy 
(1949), finally the programmatic sketch by Collinge (1960). But really new ideas first 
appear towards the end of our period. Pride of place goes to the healthy iconoclasm 
of Seiler (1960) who attacks current practice in which three quarters or even more of a 
work on syntax can be taken up with word-classes and word-forms which properly 
belong to morphology (as morpho-syntax). Syntax proper must deal with relations, 
not with the single morphemes; the principles are applied to one particularly difficult 
case, the relative clause (cf. Szemerényi 1968e) which has been treated by Benveniste, 
too (1958a), but also by Ivanov who (1965:185-289) tries to apply the methods of 
transformational grammar to the reconstruction of the TE sentence 207 


V. LEXICON 


In the reconstruction of the TE lexicon the reductionist trend, so clear in morphology, 
manifested itself in Meillet’s treatment of the Latin vocabulary (Ernout and Meillet 
1932195: the number of words which a previous generation optimistically described 
as etymologically ‘solved’ but were now labelled ‘d’origine incertaine’, ‘d’origine 
inconnue’ etc., increased alarmingly or, if you want, disappointingly. 

Nonetheless, etymological dictionaries have been published in our period in 
numbers and on a scale unknown before. For Indo-European, the material collected 
in the last century was sifted and brought up to date by Walde and after his death 
the work was continued and supplemented by Pokorny; the two volumes with the 
index volume are out of print but still indispensable (Walde and Pokorny 1927-32) 
An abridged and modernised version, freed of much superfluous matter (esp. in Baltic 
and Norse) and enriched with Celtic material, was published by Pokorny between 
1949-59; its index volume is now (1969) also complete. The Icelandic Dictionary by 
Jéhannesson (1951-56) is in actual fact the Walde-Pokorny rearranged according to 
the Icelandic items and confined to the Germanic material. 

Study of the TE lexicon must of course rely on the history of the lexicon of the 
individual languages of the family. The safer their material, the easier the work of the 


107 We must not of course forget Watkins’ important study “Preliminaries to the reconstruction of 
IE sentence structure” (1964), preceded by “Preliminaries to a historical and comparative analysis of 
the syntax of the Old Irish Verb” (1963). For some further work I refer to Szemerényi 1968b:23f. 
19 The latest edition (4th, 1959) is in its etymological comments substantially the same as the first. 
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Indo-europeanist. One cannot overrate the importance of the etymological dictionaries 
of Sanskrit, Greek, Latin, Lithuanian, Slavic, now in course of publication or already 
completed!%: they are of profound influence on the work of the Indo-europeanist. 
Deplorable is, on the other hand, that we still do not possess an Old and Middle 
Iranian thesaurus or an up-to-date Old Celtic and Old Germanic dictionary; a return 
to Fick’s plans is an urgent task. But beside these regional dictionaries there is need of 
monographic studies of certain sectors of the vocabulary in all IE languages: it is 
now a favorite subject in Latin and Greek at Paris, it used to be in the USA, and has 
been cultivated elsewhere, too, it is enough to mention Scherer’s Gestirnnamen. 

Lexical studies of necessity entail continuous checking of the received doctrine 
and the reduction of the number of elements of unknown origin. To be sure, it has 
often been said in recent times that IE etymological research has come to a dead end. 
As against this, Benveniste (1954a) has illuminated the semantic problems of ety- 
mological research and Szemerenyi (1962b; 1967c, 1969b-c; cf. also 1968b:26--7) 
has not only formulated certain principles which should guide such research but also 
discovered numerous connexions either unnoticed before or not a assessed, 
and has given a historical survey and copious references. 


VI. FRAGMENTARY INDO-EUROPEAN LANGUAGES 


One of the characteristic features of our period is the preoccupation with ill-attested 
languages. Their texts and vocabulary have been studied and edited with great care, 
especially since the second war. 

I am not thinking here of Hittite and Tokharian. Though of course fragmentary, 
they are languages which are attested by many texts and whose grammatical structure 
is very well known. I am thinking of languages which are known 1) from a greater or 
smaller number of brief inscriptions only, or 2) merely from names, or 3) from the 
fossils which they have left or are said to have left in other languages. 

To the first category belong Messapic and Venetic in Italy. Messapic, a language 
once spoken in SE Italy, and now represented by ca. 300 inscriptions dated between 
500 B.C. and the beginning of our era, is still very little known but the material has 
been published in PJD (Conway, Whatmough and Johnson 1933a = The Pre-Italic 
dialects of Italy II) and by Ribezzo, Parlangèli, Haas, de Simone. Venetic had also 
been known from inscriptions published in PID but the real upsurge in Venetic studies 
came in the late forties. It began with a re-evaluation of the linguistic evidence by 
Krahe, which was soon followed by a re-examination of the evidence itself, carried out 
109 For the outsider I may cite Mayrhofer (1956); Frisk (1954f).; Chantraine (1968f.); Walde and 
Hofmann (1930-56); Fraenkel (1955-65); Vasmer (1950-58); F. Stawski (1952-56, 1958-65, 1966-); 
Georgiev, Gulubov, Zaimov and Iltev (1962-). 
uo Ribezzo published his Corpus Inscriptionum Messapicarum in his periodical RIGI (16, 19) and 


added Nuove ricerche per il corpus... (1944). After the war were published Parlangéli (1960); O. Haas 
(1962); de Simone (1964). For the method see also J. Friedrich (1966°:131); Pisani (1964? :233f.). 
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by Lejeune almost single-handed, and crowned by an unexpected and steady flow of 
new epigraphic material at Lagole di Calalzo on the upper reaches of the river Piave. 
The total corpus now numbers about 275 items and has been published in an exemplary 
fashion by Pellegrini and Prosdocimi (1967). In Asia Minor, Phrygian is now 
known from 80 Old Phrygian inscriptions, dated in the 8th-5th cc. B.C., and 116 
Late Phrygian inscriptions from Roman times (Ist-4th cc. A.D.), to which some glosses 
and names can be added. The latest edition is due to O. Haas (1966) and Young (1969). 
‘To the second category belongs e.g. Illyrian whose onomastic material was first 
collected and evaluated by Krahe (1925, 1929). But in the course of time the area 
claimed for Illyrian was ever more extended beyond its nucleus in the Balkans, the 
only area for which Illyrians are attested by ancient writers. Kronasser's sharp attack 
(1966) will prove salutary in confining the notion of Illyrian to the region guaranteed 
by the ancients. The only inscription claimed as Illyrian has now been shown to be 
in Greek (see Ognjenova 1959:794f.; Çabej 1963:98f.), so that once again only names 
are available for assessing the linguistic position and character of this branch of Indo- 
European. In much the same position is Thracian, spoken in antiquity in the Eastern 
part of the Balkans, although a ring-inscription has long been known and in 1965 a 
new three-line inscription was discovered (see Schmitt-Brandt 1967c), and Macedonian 
which in addition to names is known from a number of glosses (Chantraine 1966). 

Tn the third category we may mention Pelasgian which is by some scholars postula- 
ted as a substratum language in Greece. Its assumption is based on Georgiev's 
observation, first made in the thirties, that in Greek there are certain lexical items 
which look IE but cannot be so as Greek elements; thus, e.g., ta@og ‘tomb, grave- 
mound’ can derive from IE *dhmbhos but téuBoc, which is almost identical in mean- 
ing, cannot — according to Greek sound-laws. Georgiev has tried to show that this 
and many other items of the Greek vocabulary can be traced to an IE language whose 
phonetic development was rather different from that of Greek. His theory has not 
been left unimpugned,!!? on the other hand some converts have even tried to extend 
it to Italy (e.g. van Windekens 1960b; O. Haas 1960). 

The sceptic might wonder whether this kind of brittle material really justifies the 
efforts so enthusiastically devoted to its collection and interpretation. It will be 
enough to mention here that even a fragmentary language like Phrygian can prove of 
great importance for comparative grammar. Thus the -r-endings appear in the in- 
scriptions in, e.g., abberetor ‘affertur’, addaketor ‘afficitur’, and help to establish that 
the forms known from Latin and Celtic were not confined to these languages as had 
been thought before. 


H1 At II 307 Lejeune's complete bibliography is given. Krahe (1950) was not the first to separate 
Venetic from Illyrian, it had been done before him by Kretschmer in his famous paper “Die vorgriechi- 
schen Sprach- und Volksschichten" (1943:134f.). 

1? Compare the debate between Hester, Georgiev and Merlingen in Lingua 13, 16, 18 in 1965-67. 
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VH. GROUPINGS AND SUBGROUPINGS 


At the beginning of our period the 2nd edition of Meillet’s Dialectes of 1922 marks a 
transition between old and new. The Stammbaum-theory manifests its continued 
force in Meillet’s firm belief in certain post-IE unities (Indo-Iranian, Italo-Celtic, 
after it Italic), while the wave-theory influences his views on the relation of Baltic and 
Slavic. Even more striking is perhaps his belief that the geographical distribution 
of the various IE languages faithfully reflects their respective position in the original 
homeland. But the new era, the influence of the Italian neolinguistic school, per- 
suaded Meillet of the importance of the notion of marginal languages as areas of 
conservatism, whereas Pedersen was inclined to view the existence in Italic, Celtic, 
Phrygian, Tokharian and Hittite of r-endings as proof of their once having formed 
a compact dialect group in the IE homeland. (Pedersen 1925:52; cf. Meillet 1931: 4). 

The importance of the post-IE unities has continued declining. The notion of 
Italo-Celtic unity, and even of Italic unity — i.e. a unitary period of Latin-Faliscan 
and Osco-Umbrian — can be regarded as dead and buried. The only unity that is still 
unquestioned is that of Aryan (Indo-Iranian), while the Balto-Slav unity, first under- 
mined by Meillet, has had both defenders (see e.g. Szemerényi 1957; Arumaa 1964: 
19f.) and opponents.!!* 

The middle twenties also saw the appearance of a new idea of the expansion of IE. 
Kretschmer (1925) advanced the theory that certain IE elements in languages like 
Etruscan were due to early IE, i.e. Proto-IE, elements (cf. Schwyzer 1939:65), a 
theory later adopted and modified by Devoto (1943, 1944; reprinted 1958, 1967). 
In the thirties Specht attempted to correlate IE groupings with archaeologically 
identifiable cultures, e.g. the language group in which a verbal -6- is innovated with 
the culture of the corded ware (Specht 1935). This trend has probably reached its 
climax in Devoto's Origini of 1962.11% Brandenstein (1936) has adduced arguments 
for the assumption earlier held by Charpentier (1926) that the Aryans were the first to 
leave the IE community, and this view has been upheld by Kurylowicz, too, who 
assumes a further split of the European group into Northern and Southern sections 
(Kurytowicz 1935:103f., esp. 119f., 1956:166f., 187f., 224). 

In contrast to previous scholars who were inclined to trace many later differences 
to IE dialectal divisions, Arntz (1939) emphasized that there was hardly any possibility 
for proving such divisions and that it was more likely that later differences were due to 
the IE language being taken over and modified by alien substrata conquered by the 
expanding Indo-Europeans; similar views were subsequently advanced by Scherer, 
too (1954). 


113 The latest survey is by S. Karaliünas (1968). The author is not above misreporting the subjects 
of his survey. Thus p. 38 he blandly announces that ¢ does not develop into d in Slavic although he 
should know that the question is whether gd can change to dl, which is quite a different thing, and main- 
tained by, e.g., Mikkola, Trubacev; cf, Szemerényi 1967c:11 with fn. 26 = WSlav 12, 1967: 277f., 
fn. 26; Trubacev (1966:69f., esp. 143). 

unsa See Szemerényi 1964c. 
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Whereas these scholars were primarily interested in the external history, so to 
speak, Pisani was attracted by the possibilities of post-IE contacts between IE 
languages which could lead to borrowings not only in the vocabulary but also in 
phonology, morphology and syntax (Pisani 1933). A consistent application of this 
principle has convinced Pisani that, e.g., Greek is the product of such contact phe- 
nomena between ‘Anatolians, Osco-Umbrians etc., but also — and this is obviously 
the logical conclusion of this line of thought — that the model for IE is to be seen in 
Sanskrit: LE is in fact a kind of Proto-Sanskrit which was the vehicle of a brahmanic 
culture and was imposed on, and in consequence modified by, a number of subject 
populations, and gave rise to the various IE languages (Pisani 1959, see also 1967). 

A quite different distribution, at least a quite different centre of gravity, is envisaged 
by Krahe who, on the basis of his river name studies, reached the conclusion that a 
common stock of names and identical derivational devices, found north of the Alps 
from the Baltic to the Atlantic, guaranteed an undivided Western IE community around 
the mid-second millennium B.C. called by him Ancient European, from which later 
Germanic, Celtic, Italic, Illyrian, and Baltic developed (Krahe 1954, 1957, 1959; add 
Schmid 1966). A straightforward application of the principles of linguistic geography, 
especially of the neolinguistic school, led Porzig (1954) to the view that the IE lan- 
guages formed a Western and Eastern group and to the latter belonged Greek also, 
which was particularly close to Aryan. Georgiev is much more specific, and for a 
much earlier period (6th-4th millennia B.C.!); he assumes six groups: 1) Northern IE 
(Germanic-Baltoslavic-Tocharian), 2) Western IE (Celtic-Italic, etc.), 3) Central TE 
(Greek, Armenian etc.), 4) Eastern TE (Aryan, Albanian, etc.), 5) Aegaean (Thracian, 
Pelasgic etc.), 6) Asianic (Georgiev 1966:385f., with a map at 396). 


VII. ASPECTS OF RECONSTRUCTION 
Homeland — Culture — Poetic Language 


What we have discussed so far, presupposes the historical reality of an IE parent 
language. Long undisputed, this doctrine, too, has in our period been called in 
question by Pisani (1940: 262f., 270), Trubetzkoy (1939a) and Allen (1953), of whom on 
account of his fame in other fields the Vienna Slavist is still often quoted. He thinks 
that the notion of a parent language is superfluous, that we can start from dissimilar 
languages which in the course of time grew more and more alike, that the IE languages 
are on the way from an inflexional stage of the East Caucasian type to the more 
developed agglutinative type represented by Finno-Ugrian and Altaic. These views, 
in many respects strangely reminiscent of the theories of Marr, the dictator of Soviet 
linguistics in the interwar period, have been rejected by Benveniste (1966:107f. — 
dates from 1953!), Thieme (1954: 590f.), Leumann (1957:166), Scherer (1961 :225f.), 
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and others, have not inappropriately been described as ‘the lapse of a great linguist’, 
(Hoenigswald 1956:316), and can indeed be regarded as a ‘bien vieux jeu’: Thieme, 
and after him Scherer, have cogently shown that a linguistic system of the complexity 
of IE morphology cannot be the outcome of haphazard coincidences but proves 
genetic unity. However, in view of the facile suggestions that Indo-European is a 
mixture of Caucasian and Finno-Ugrian, or whatever other ingredients there may be, 
it is worth recalling Tesniére’s observation that every language which has no mor- 
phology seems the product of a fairly recent mixture, and, conversely, that a language 
with rich morphology has every chance of not being the product of a recent language 
mixture (Tesniére 1939:92). 

If, then, the parent language is not a fiction and — a second if — our methods lead 
to the reconstruction of something real, the question arises whether we can make any 
statement about the time and place in which it was spoken. Since various languages 
appear in areas which obviously cannot be identified with the IE homeland as early 
as ca. 2000 B.C., the time cannot be later than 2500 B.C. and is quite likely much 
earlier. As to place, it used to be accepted practice to consult the vocabulary, esp. the 
names of trees and plants: if the vocabulary shows that a certain tree was known to 
the Indo-europeans, and palaeobotany can establish the limits of the area in which 
that tree occurs and occurred, then the homeland is also delimited to some extent. 
The so-called beech-argument was generally used to establish that the homeland 
was west ofa line running from Königsberg to Odessa. Likewise, the salmon-argument 
was used to place the homeland in the Baltic area. The most important contributions 
to the problem are now collected in the volume on Die Urheimat der Indogermanen 
edited by Scherer (1968)115..Oddly enough, the most important publications of recent 
years are not included. I mean of course the papers on the beech-argument by Eilers 
and Mayrhofer (1962) and by Henning (1963). (See now also Scherer 1967:14f. — 
also on the salmon — and Lane 1968.) As perhaps the most recent contribution 
Georgiev’s view may be recorded who places the homeland between the Rhine and the 
Don, between the Baltic and the Aegaean, the latter definition adding the Balkans 
to the territory of Indogermania (Georgiev 1966:342f., 375, 385). 

Indo-European culture can also be inferred from certain vocabulary items. In our 
period religion and poetic language have been studied intensively. For the former we 
now have Dumézil’s La religion romaine archaique (1966) and the first of the planned 
three volumes of Mythe et épopée (1968) which sum up the results of his work in the 
last four decades, for the latter R. Schmitt’s Dichtung und Dichtersprache in idg. Zeit 
(1967) gives a complete survey. Humbach (1967) has since examined the kennings 


us Cf, also Wagner (1959:241); Nehring (1960:143-6); Brandenstein (1962: 45-9). 

118 See also p. X for more recent publications. 

116 On both fields see also Scherer (1967:22 and 23f.). On religion see also Havers (1961); Machek 
(1966:491f.); L. Grassi (1966). On Dumézil's work: Momigliano (1963:113f.); Haugen (1967)-— On 
poetic language note also Schmitt’s companion volume Indogermanische Dichtersprache (1968) 
which collects the most important papers on the subject. 
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of Germanic, Celtic and Greek, and has thrown doubt on their IE origin while 
Ivanov (1967) thinks that a Hittite poetic text gives the oldest verses in any IE language. 
Homer’s rivers which allegedly fall from the sky have now been given a rational 
interpretation by Humbach: ôunethcis, as he says, ‘rasch dahineilend’ with the Caland- 
form Bu — of the adjective d1epdc. See also Benveniste 1968 on Aryan poetic language. 


Though not aiming at completeness, this survey will, it is hoped, give a not altogether 
distorted picture of the manifold activities in the various fields of TE studies carried 
on in Europe, and primarily in Western Europe, in the last half-century. The emphasis 
was on linguistic studies proper since ‘extralinguistic’ studies have been surveyed 
repeatedly." Nevertheless, it is as well to note here that up to date treatises on IE 
grammar are not very plentiful. The only detailed work, produced in our period, is 
Hirt's Indogermanische Grammatik published in seven volumes between 1921-37. 
Meillet's Introduction which, by a coincidence, was also last published in 1937, was 
first published in 1903, and presents a kind of ageless Indo-European. Much the same 
can be said of Kieckers’ Einführung which remained a torso,U? or the elementary 
introductions given for German students by Krahe in the Sammlung Góschen and for 
English and Welsh students by Hudson-Williams.? Ample and personal in- 
formation is contained in Pisani's Glottologia indeuropea.? An up-to-date and fairly 
comprehensive treatment of the problems, with abundant bibliographical references, 
is to be found in Szemerényi's Einführung of 1970. Àn IE Grammar on a grand 
scale, edited by J. Kurylowicz, has made a start with vol. II on Accent-Ablaut from 
the pen of the editor, and vol. III/1, by Watkins, on the verb; further volumes will deal 
with phonology (Cowgill), the remainder of morphology (Watkins), and syntax 
(Ivanov). 
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